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aoUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Saturday, January 12, 1991 
The House met at 9 a.m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 

Ford, D.D., offered the following pray
er: 

On this day, 0 God, we express our 
thoughts and feelings in prayers for 
peace together with the multitudes of 
people from all across our land and 
from many lands. From every back
ground and with different voices to
gether we pray: 0 God of Life, protect 
all life, O God of peace, grant us peace. 

We specially remember, 0 God, the 
men and women of the Armed Forces 
who serve so far from home and family. 
We remember too the diplomats on 
every side who seek ways to avoid the 
anguish of conflict and who search to 
know the foundation for justice. 

May Your good spirit, 0 gracious and 
loving God, that transcends all the bar
riers that are placed between nations, 
encourage all people of good will, so 
Your gift of peace will be our heritage 
and our treasure. 

Bless us, 0 God, this day and every 
day. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam

ined the Journal of the last day's pro
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour
nal stands approved. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, pursuant to clause 1, rule I, I 
demand a vote on agreeing to the 
Speaker's approval of the Journal. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the Chair's approval of the Journal. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I object to the vote on the 
ground that a quorum is not present 
and make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 286, nays 92, 
not voting 56, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 

[Roll No. 6] 

YEAS-286 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
As pin 
Atkins 
Bacchus 
Barnard 
Bartlett 

Ba,rton 
Bateman 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilira.kis 
Bliley 

Boehner 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Browder 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Callahan 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Carr 
Clinger 
Coleman (MO) 
Collins (IL) 
Combest 
Conte 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox (IL) 
Cramer 
Cunningham 
Darden 
Davis 
de la Garza 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dingell 
Dooley 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (OK) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 

Harris 
Hatcher 
Hefner 
Henry 
Hertel 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
Jontz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
La.Rocco 
Laughlin 
Lehman (CA) 
Lehman (FL) 
Lent 
Levin (MI) 
Levine (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Long 
Lowey (NY) 
Luken 
Madigan 
Markey 

Engel 
English 
Erdreich 

-, .Matsui 

Espy 
Evans 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Fields 
Fish 
Foglietta 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Frost 
Gallo 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Gradison 
Grandy 
Gray 
Green 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hall(OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Hammerschmidt 
Hansen 

Mavroules 
Mazzo Ii 
McColl um 
McCrery 
Mccurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McEwen 
McMillan (NC) 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Michel 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Moran 
Morrison 
Mrazek 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nichols 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 

Olin 
Orton 
Owens (UT) 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Parker 
Patterson 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Porter 
Po shard 
Price 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Richardson 
Rinaldo 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rose 
Roth 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schiff 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter (NY) 
Slaughter (VA) 
Smith (FL) 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (NJ) 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Spence 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Taylor (MS) 
Thomas(GA) 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Unsoeld 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Walsh 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 

Wilson 
Wise 
Wolpe 

Allard 
Armey 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett 
Bentley 
Boehlert 
Bunning 
Burton 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 
Chandler 
Clay 
Coble 
Coughlin 
Dannemeyer 
Dickinson 
Doolittle 
Dornan (CA) 
Fawell 
Gallegly 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gingrich 
Goodling 
Goss 
Hastert 
Hayes (IL) 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hobson 

AuCoin 
Beilenson 
Bil bray 
Carper 
Chapman 
Clement 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (MI) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cox (CA) 
Coyne 
Crane 
Dicks 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dymally 
Feighan 
Flake 

Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 

NAYS-92 
Holloway 
Hopkins 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Ireland 
James 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Lowery (CA) 
Machtley 
Marlenee 
Martin 
McCandless 
McGrath 
Miller (OH) 
Miller (WA) 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Murphy 
Nussle 
Paxon 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Riggs 

Yatron 

Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roukema 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schroeder 
Sensenbrenner 
Shays 
Sikorski 
Smith (OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Solomon 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Upton 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Weber 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING-56 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Hancock 
Hayes (LA) 
Hoagland 
Hutto 
Jones (NC) 
Lloyd 
Manton 
Martinez 
McCloskey 
McHugh 
Moakley 
Ortiz 
Owens (NY) 
Pease 
Penny 
Ray 
Ridge 
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Ritter 
Roberts 
Rostenkowski 
Savage 
Slattery 
Spratt 
Stark 
Tauzin 
Thornton 
Torres 
Udall 
Valentine 
Vander Jagt 
Vento 
Washington 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weiss 

Mr. PAXON changed his vote from 
"present" to "nay." 

So the Journal was approved. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 

MAZZOLI). The Chair would ask the 
gentleman from California [Mr. PA
NETTA] to lead the House in the Pledge 
of Allegiance. 

Mr. PANETTA led the Pledge of Alle
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

DThis symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., D 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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THE SITUATION IN THE MIDDLE 

EAST 
EXPRESSING SENSE OF CONGRESS THAT CON

GRESS MUST APPROVE ANY OFFENSIVE ACTION 
AGAINST IRAQ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to section 2 of House Resolution 27, 
it is now in order to consider the con
current resolution printed in section 1 
of House Report 102-1 by, and if offered 
by, the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
BENNETT] or the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. DURBIN] or their designee. 

For what purpose does the gentleman 
from Florida rise? 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, on my 
behalf and on behalf of the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN] and some 80 
cosponsors, I offer House Concurrent 
Resolution No. 32. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the concurrent reso
lution. 

The Clerk read the concurrent reso
lution, as follows: 

H. CON. RES. 32 
Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 

Senate concurring) 
SECTION 1. URGENCY OF CONGRESSIONAL AU· 

THORITY FOR OFFENSIVE OPER· 
ATIONS IN THE PERSIAN GULF. 

The Congress finds that the Constitution 
of the United States vests all power to de
clare war in the Congress of the United 
States. Any offensive action taken against 
Iraq must be explicitly approved by the Con
gress of the United States before such action 
may be initiated. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. BENNE'IT] will be recog
nized for 30 minutes and a Member op
posed will be recognized for 30 minutes. 
Is there a Member opposed to the reso
lution? 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I am op
posed to the resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. There
fore, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
HYDE] will be recognized for 30 minutes 
in opposition. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. BENNE'IT]. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 5 minutes, and the rest of the 
time I will leave in the hands of the co
sponsor of the resolution, the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN]. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a day for cour
age. There are all different kinds of 
courage. Courage is intertwined with 
one's responsibility. Those who have 
been in Saudi Arabia and talked to the 
soldiers there, on the precipice and on 
the eve of battle, have encountered 
people who experience the most 
travailing part of military life. That is, 
the expectancy that in the very near 
future they will go to combat. 

They have been interviewed, and 
they have shown remarkable courage. 
We are glad of that. As an ex-infantry 
soldier man myself, I want to tell 
Members that they could not have told 
citizens anything else than what they 
said. They are ''ready to go to war, and 

we are hopeful that if the war comes 
forward, it gets over with if it is going 
to be." They could not really say, "Mr . 
Congressman, have you exercised your 
part of courage? You have a respon
sibility. You are elected by the Amer
ican people to make a decision about 
war and peace. I was not elected. I am 
just a soldier, but you were elected." 

Is not this your time for courage? Is 
not this your time, Mr. President and 
Mr. Secretary of State, instead of say
ing as the Secretary of State has said, 
" not one inch will we give in diplo
macy, we will tell you what you will 
do, and you will give in to us." Is that 
diplomacy? 

Are there things that could be done? 
Obviously there are things that could 
be done. There are things that are of 
interest to both sides, of interest to 
our side of this difficulty and on the 
other side of this difficulty. Among the 
things that could be done, and the ones 
that come to my mind immediately are 
that there are border disputes between 
Iraq, between Kuwait. Perhaps some 
arrangement could be made that they 
could be handled by the World Court. 

I will tell Members what I think 
about it. I do not care whether I have 
the attention of Members or not. If 
Members like it, fine. If they do not, 
they do not have to like it. 

The resolution before Members now 
is one all Members can vote for because 
it is just a resolution to say that Con
gress is going to stand up and uphold 
the U.S. Constitution. The Constitu
tion says that the Congress is a 
warmaking power of the public, and we 
must do that. That is as important, al
most, as tliis question of whether we 
are going to war or not. Members can 
vote for all of the resolutions, or Mem
bers can vote for the Bennett-Durbin 
resolution, and vote for either one or 
the other: the Republican one, or the 
bicameral one, is one which does not 
sustain that point of view, but it does 
not repudiate it. 
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But you can vote the Bennett-Durbin 

resolution and also vote for the other 
resolutions, so it is not inconsistent. I 
want to make that point clear to you, 
but I do want to say something else 
about what is before us, because I 
think the overall issue before us is the 
sort of thing that we should carry in 
our hearts. 

We do not have to be reelected. When 
I first came to Congress, I wore a rib
bon, the Silver Star. I did it partly as 
an apology for being crippled. I have 
not been wearing it recently. I am not 
quite sure why I am not wearing it, but 
I do know this, that when I was given 
that, I was given that with a citation 
that said "Gallantry in Action." 

Friends, there is no such thing as 
gallantry in action. I do not want to 
run down anybody else's award, but ac
tion, military action, is a horrible ex-

perience. There is no gallantry in it. 
There is no beauty in it. It is a horrible 
experience. 

It is up to us in Congress to bite the 
bullet ourselves and to do something 
about seeing to it that peace and secu
rity can be secured for the benefit of 
everybody, and it can be done. 

There are things that are unmention
able, things that cannot be linked, for 
instance. It antagonizes a lot of people, 
but the world knows that if this war 
ends the way it is now going, we are 
going to have a worse war in the fu
ture, a much worse war which may last 
for thousands of years. 

So this question of settling the Pal
estine problem, protecting Israel in its 
boundaries and things like that are 
things that can be met. That takes 
courage, because it can defeat us to do 
anything about it, but that is why we 
were elected. We were elected to make 
this kind of decision. We were not 
elected to stay here forever. We were 
not elected for our salaries. We were 
elected to take the responsible position 
of Government when the opportunity 
comes to take it. That is what we are 
not doing unless we have some way to 
see to it that this process of trying to 
find a solution to this, other than com
bat, takes place. That is our respon
sibility. That is the courage that we 
must show today and this is the place 
it has to be. It is not in Saudi Arabia. 
It is here in Washington, DC, in this 
Chamber today. 

So you must decide in your life. This 
may be the most important point in 
my entire life. This is a decision which 
we must make. 

I am 80 years of age. I have been in 
this Chamber 43 years. Out of the 17,000 
votes I have cast, the only one I really 
regret is the one which I cast for the 
Bay of Tonkin resolution. I particu
larly regret it, because I knew it was a 
declaration of war, and just as is the 
Solarz measure before us today. It is a 
declaration of war, and if you pass it, 
you make compliance with the things I 
am now asking you to vote for. 

I have not spoken very eloquently 
from the standpoint of using good 
words, but I have spoken courageously 
and I think that is what we have to do 
today. We have to speak courageously. 
That does not mean to say that if you 
take an opposite position from what I 
take, that you are not courageous, but 
it means that the vote ought to be cast 
on the basis of what you think is best 
for our country, not best for the Demo
cratic or Republican Party, not best 
for the President, not best for you, but 
what is best for our country and what 
is best for the world. 

So take that in your hearts. Hold it 
close to you and realize this is a tre
mendously important opportunity you 
have here today, and cast your vote on 
that basis. 
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
OBEY). Before the debate resumes, the 
Chair will simply say that the Chair 
knows in the normal course of events 
we have at least a low murmur going 
on around the House. That is not espe
cially harmful, but on an occasion like 
this the Chair is going to be more rigid 
than normal because of the seriousness 
of the occasion and because every 
Member feels this issue so deeply and 
feels that he or she has the right to be 
heard without the accompanying ten
sion of wondering whether or not he or 
she is being heard. So the Chair asks 
for the cooperation of the House, and if 
you want to engage in the normal col
legial conversation, the Chair will ask 
you to please leave. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, it is extremely difficult 
to disagree with the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. BENNE'IT]. He is one of the 
most beloved and respected people in 
the world, much less in this body, and 
it is extremely difficult to vote against 
something that is so important to him, 
and frankly, I do not think the world 
will stop spinning on its axis if this bill 
passes, because I think what it does is 
subsumed into the Solarz resolution, so 
its mandate is accomplished if the So
larz resolution passes. 

But frankly, we are passing laws. We 
are not voting approval or affection or 
esteem for anybody. We are passing 
laws for the country. That is why I 
cannot vote for this bill. 

What we do here today cannot 
change the Constitution, what it 
means, what it says, what it does. We 
can express our views on it, of course, 
but we cannot change it. 

I suggest to you there are some dis
tinctions that need to be made in the 
Bennett-Durbin bill that are not made. 

It requires that any offensive action 
taken against Iraq must be explicitly 
approved by the Congress. The distinc
tion between offensive action and de
fensive action is crucial. 

I would suggest to you that a very 
good case, one that I believe and ac
cept, can be made that our situation in 
the gulf is not offensive action, that 
the war was started when international 
law was flouted by Iraq when they oc
cupied Kuwait. They broke the U.N. 
Charter. They have violated inter
national law and therefore only in the 
most tactical sense can our response to 
that be offensive, but in a legal and 

. strategic sense I suggest it is not offen
sive, but defense. 

Now, as to declaring war and making 
war, there are distinctions of which 
history gives us many examples but I 
think that to vote for the Bennett res
olution, however much one would like 
to, muddies the waters; but in any 
event, it does not achieve anything be
cause the Solarz resolution is an ex
plicit request from this Congress for 

the authority that the Bennett resolu
tion says the President must get. 

Now, so much for that. 
Mr. Speaker, this is a soul wrenching 

issue, the whole issue that we are deal
ing with today and yesterday. Despite 
the fact that it has been overwhelmed 
by speeches, it is nonetheless a soul 
wrenching issue. 

I heard the gentleman from Georgia, 
Mr. JOHN LEWIS, recite the great spir
itual, "Ain't gonna study war no 
more." No one can ever hear that with
out being gripped, being gripped in the 
soul, but you know, "if men were an
gels,'' Madison said, there would be no 
need for government. If men were an
gels, there would be ·no need for West 
Point or Annapolis and the Air Force 
Academy. 
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But our freedom has been won by 

men who did study war and who de
fended it and are still willing to defend 
it. 

I do not think we should be less than 
proud of them. 

William Bullitt, our first Ambassador 
to the Soviet Union, appointed by 
President Roosevelt, said: 

To beat our swords into plowshares while 
the spiritual descendants of Genghis Khan 
stalk the Earth is to die and leave no de
scendants. 

What he said then is true today. Im
portant vote? Yes. This is a very im
portant vote. 

And I can remember in my 16 years 
in this Chamber some important votes. 
I remember my first year here, I sat in 
the back of the Chamber at 2 o'clock in 
the morning and we were debating cut
ting off all funds from the army of the 
Republic of Vietnam. We had gotten 
out and now the question was would we 
permit them to defend themselves 
against the Vietcong and the North Vi
etnamese? We cut out every dime. We 
did not give them anything. And I re
member that. 

I thought that was an important 
vote, and I remember John Conlan, a 
Member from Arizona, standing here 
and saying, "My God, it is Dunkirk 
over there." But this body was 
unmoved. We cut out every nickel to 
defend South Vietnam after we had de
cided it was too costly-and it may 
well have been. 

But when the issue was defending 
themselves, we were not there-we 
turned our back. 

The result was boat people, reeduca
tion camps, Pol Pot; not a heck of a lot 
of moral dividends from that. 

And some of the same voices that 
have been arguing against supporting 
the President here, I remember them 
arguing against our deployment in 1983 
of intermediate nuclear weapons in Eu
rope, they were shaken when the Sovi
ets walked out of the arms control 
talks, and they charged we were bring
ing our country to the brink of nuclear 

war. They were adamantly opposed to 
it. But we hung tough, we followed 
through, and the result was an INF 
Treaty. 

We have been told by people opposed 
to the President that war should be a 
last resort, not the first resort. I can 
agree with that. But this invasion was 
on August 2; since then there have been 
12 United Nations resolutions. I do not 
think we need 24 United Nations reso
lutions. How many diplomatic initia
tives are enough? 

I wonder if ever there is a time for us 
to take a stand. I wonder if this is not 
our foreign policy Midgetman, always 
the next weapon, al ways something 
around the corner and down the street, 
but never here and never now. 

Is this struggle about democracy? 
No. 

Is this struggle about restoring the 
emir to the throne of Kuwait? No .. 

What is it about? It is about aggres
sion, something we have seen quite 
enough of in this century. It is about 
the rule of law. It is about resisting 
brutal conquest, lawlessness, inter
national banditry; it is about law and 
order in the world, the kind of a world 
we and our grandchildren want to in
habit and want to inherit now that the 
Communist house of cards has fallen. 

It is about collective security. We 
have reached an historical break
through, an unprecedented standing to
gether of 27 nations. It is about wheth
er we as the last superpower left stand
ing will step up to the terrible, awe
some responsibilities of world leader
ship. 

Something else I remember, and I 
know my friend Mr. BENNE'IT remem
bers it and so does Mr. GIBBONS, and 
that is the Great Depression of the 
1930's. I remember that. 

Boy, I remember when unemploy
ment was not 4 or 5 percent, it was 24.9 
percent. Hunger, joblessness, cold, frus
tration, despair; but they were orderly 
suffering people in those days. They 
waited in line for their bowl of soup 
then. 

This next depression, if it hi ts this 
country, there will be broken glass. 
There will not be an orderly group of 
hungry Americans, cold Americans. It 
will be chaos. 

So need we be embarrassed about 
worrying about a worldwide depres
sion? Do we need to apologize about 
that? I do not think so. I do not think 
so. 

Giving Saddam Hussein a strangle
hold on the jugular vein of the world's 
economy is something I think we ought 
to think about, because a worldwide 
depression will inevitably result. 

But there are other reasons, perhaps 
more salient, for supporting the Presi
dent. 

Nuclear proliferation: How many of 
us are terrorized by the thought that 
more and more countries are joining 
the nuclear club? Does anybody doubt 
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for a second that Saddam Hussein is 
working to get a nuclear weapon and 
that he will use it? 

Biological warfare: You can carry in 
your hands enough anthrax to destroy 
a whole metropolitan area, and you can 
smuggle it in in diplomatic pouches. 

Chemical warfare: He has destroyed 
over 5,000 of his own people, not to 
mention Iranians by using it on them. 

That is what Saddam Hussein is. 
Those are reasons to stand tough. 

So much in this century the Amer
ican people have sacrificed their treas
ure, their blood, to beat down the dic
tators, tear down the walls, defend 
human dignity. But I will tell you 
there is no such thing as a risk-free 
foreign policy. 

Do you think Perez de Cuellar can 
talk Saddam Hussein out of his weap
ons of mass destruction without the 
credible threat of military force? 

The Solarz resolution provides credi
bility that the United States and the 
United Nations must have if we are 
going to avoid war. 

This infusion of credibility is needed 
now, not 6 months from now. To aban
don the U.N. resolution, to abandon the 
President now, erodes, undermines, 
subverts any credibility we might 
have. 

It is backing down, it is retreat. It is 
like paying a blackmailer. When does 
it end? It never ends. 

The heart of this argument really is 
not a denial that military force may be 
necessary; we all concede that. The ar
gument is over when? Now or later 
should that authority be given? 

What are the consequences of voting 
for Gephardt? Well, we will shatter 
into a thousand pieces our influence in 
the Middle East and in the world. But 
support of the United Nations and the 
President will put us in an unprece
dented position to help share peaceful 
settlements in the whole region. 

Think of the influence we will have 
in trying to resolve the Palestinfan-Is
raeli issue, which is looming like a 
brooding omnipresence over this whole 
area. 

Think of the leverage and the pres
tige that we will have if we succeed. If 
we fail, I am afraid all is lost. Backing 
down not only strengthens Saddam 
Hussein, it encourages all of the em
bryonic Saddam Hussein's throughout 
the world. It shatters the brittle coali
tion. 

Let me tell you, a coalition made up 
of Iran and Syria, Jordan, not to say 
the Saudis and Egypt, is miraculous 
and brittle. We have to keep it to
gether. 

Please do not forget, Saddam Hussein 
does not care what happens to his civil
ian population. 
· But the tragedy and the irony of all 

this is that we do this at precisely the 
time when the world is looking to 
America for leadership, at a time when 
the newly freed people of central and 

Eastern Europe are joyfully acknowl
edging the success of American poli
cies, which regrettably many of the 
same opponents of the President's gulf 
policy once rejected, and at the precise 
time when the countries' representa
tives at the Security Council are more 
confident of America's ability to act 
for good, for peace, for freedom, for 
human dignity than ever before. 

Now let me speak on the virtue of 
prudence. No one should blithely as
sume that anyone goes to war lightly. 
It is sheer demagoguery to suggest the 
President has mindlessly locked him
self into a macho confrontation in 
which he is prepared to resolve at the 
cost of American lives. 

The moral traditions of the West 
which emanate from the philosophy of 
the Greeks and Jewish and Christian 
theology has emphasized, for three mil
lennia, that the supreme virtue in all 
policies is prudence, prudence. It is not 
a question of splitting the differences 
between opposed moral positions. It is 
the moral skill of applying our prin
ciples to messy human situations so 
that the maximum good is obtained in 
complicated circumstances. 

Prudence ought to tell us something 
about our current choices, none of 
which are pleasant and few of which 
are satisfactory. 

Saddam Hussein's aggression in Ku
wait is part of a larger strategy of in
timidation and coercion that poses 
grave threats to peace in the Middle 
East and to the legitimate security in
terests of the United States; not Ger
many, not Japan, not Saudi Arabia, 
but the United States. 

His arsenal is offensive, it gro
tesquely exceeds what he needs to de
fend Iraq, and it has one purpose: in
timidation, coercion in the service of 
tyranny. 

Should Saddam successfully intimi
date and coerce the United States and 
the United Nations, and anything less 
than Iraq's unconditional withdrawal 
from Kuwait will be a success for him, 
we may be sure that we will be faced 
with even more terrible choices in 2 
years, 3 years, 5 years, or 10 more 
years. 

May I say to my friends we have such 
limited time. If there is time at the 
end, I would be delighted to engage in 
a dialog, but I cannot now. 

0 1000 

Using military force versus Iraq is 
not going to be easy or pleasant, but it 
will be far more dangerous, far more 
difficult and far more costly in lives in 
the future. Prudence should teach us 
that now is the time to check the ag
gressio!l of this ruthless dictator whose 
troops have bayoneted pregnant women 
and have ripped babies from their incu
bators in Kuwait. 

My friends, the spiritual descendants 
of Genghis Khan still stalk the Earth 
in Badhdad, in Vilnius, Lithuania, in 

Afghanistan, in North Korea, in Cam
bodia, and they do not respond to plow
shares. 

St. Augustine, who died in the year 
430, had a great prayer. He said, "0 
God, make me chaste, but not now." 
The Gephardt resolution says to Iraq, 
"Get out of Kuwait, but not now, not 
now." 

it has been said that democracy is al
ways 2 years behind the tyrant, and 
that was certainly true in World War 
II. The result: 50 million people, 50 mil
lion people around the world died as a 
result of World War II, the most avoid
able war in history had we stood firm 
at that time. 

We can today, here, make this de
mocracy's finest hour by standing up 
to the awesome responsibility of world 
leadership. The consequences are im
mense. Today the debate will finish, 
and the decision is here. 

Support Solarz-Michel. 
Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 

my time. 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentlewoman from Col
orado [Mrs. SCHROEDER]. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
DURBIN] for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I think the debate we 
are having here on this measure is ter
ribly important. It goes right to our 
historical root and what a democracy 
is all about. Our forefathers and 
foremothers said, 

There is nothing more sacred in the public 
trust than committing the young lives of 
your citizens and committing them to a war 
in which they may be killed. 

Mr. Speaker, that is too much power 
for any person to have because indeed 
none of us are angels, and so what we 
are talking about here is reaffirming 
that very, very basic principle that we 
Americans should be so proud of that 
are in our Constitution. 

We have heard so much about this de
bate, that this democratic debate must 
be giving Saddam Hussein comfort. No, 
it is not giving him comfort. He must 
be terrorized. His people see this kind 
of debate and say, "There's a country 
that's powerful enough to allow people 
to criticize some of the administra
tion's policies and not get shot." His 
people may want a parliament. Imag
ine such a thing. That would not make 
him feel good at all. 

We know that seeing our democracy 
operate in a constitutional manner, as 
it has in many other ways, allowed 
Eastern Europe, the people of Eastern 
Europe, to finally get the same dream 
and the same idea and have it. 

I think this debate is so healthy, so 
important, and I think it is going to 
help all over the Middle East to see 
how a democracy really functions, and 
I certainly hope this body votes for the 
Bennett-Durbin resolution. Our fore
fathers and f oremothers would be 
shocked to know that they fought for 
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200 years for this principle and to think 
that this body would waffle and walk 
away from it. This is the absolute root 
of our foundation. If we defer on this, 
we count for nothing. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. MURPHY]. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DUR
BIN]. 

Mr. Speaker, we have had 2 days and 
2 nights of debate on the resolution, 
whether or not we should authorize the 
President to enter into a military con
flict, and we will have more of that de
bate as the day progresses. I would like 
to, however, address my brief remarks 
in support of the Bennett-Durbin reso
lution. 

Mr. Speaker, I think we have come to 
the floor this week because we believe 
that the Constitution of the United 
States stands above the President. It 
stands above Congress, it is the rule in 
which we all must live, and for several 
months now our President has acted as 
though he were not guided by that Con
stitution, that he could establish dead
lines, that he could declare war, that 
he could move massive amounts of 
military might around the world with
out the consent of the people. 

Mr. Speaker, we may not be all the 
people, but we are responsible to them 
every 2 years. The people send us here. 
The people are calling our offices, the 
people are seeing us as we return home 
on our streets and in our neighbor
hoods, and they are telling us what 
they want. 

It is extremely important that today 
we establish the policy that the Ben
nett-Durbin resolution brings and that 
the President accepts that policy that 
no war should ever be entered into 
without the consent of the American 
people through their elected Congress. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from New 
Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON]. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, this 
is not a vote about whether we support 
the President in the Persian Gulf. It is 
a vote about what each of us thinks is 
our responsibility as Members of Con
gress. 

The Constitution has been very clear 
over the warmaking authority of the 
Congress. Yes, Presidents in the past, 
both Republican and Democrat, have 
conveniently ignored it in Grenada, in 
Vietnam, and Panama. Had there not 
been overwhelming pressure from the 
American people, President Bush him
self might have followed the same 
course in the Persian Gulf. 

This resolution simply reaffirms first 
that the American people, through 
their elected Representatives, have the 
primary authority to declare war. 

I ask my colleagues, "Can you imag
ine 400,000 Americans engaged in war 
without the American people having a 
say?" 

Mr. Speaker, we have elected a Presi
dent, not a monarch, not an emir. It is 
very clear the Constitution says that 
Congress has warmaking authority. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as she may consume to the 
gentlewoman from Illinois [Mrs. COL
LINS]. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
enough is enough. 

The Constitution clearly, unequivocally gives 
Congress, and only Congress, the right to de
clare war. Once the war is declared, the Presi
dent can wage the war. But only Congress 
can tell the President that the time has come 
when U.S. troops are to go into active combat. 

Yet, President's are sometimes not satisfied 
with that division of power. In recent decades, 
time and time again, U.S. military force has 
been used without heed to the Constitution's 
distinctions. Although others have done so, 
none have violated the Constitution as fla
grantly as Presidents Reagan and Bush. Does 
President Bush not remember the oath he 
took to uphold the Constitution? 

On January 3, 1 991 , 535 Members of the 
House and Senate took the oath. I hold that 
oath sacred. I will do everything in my power 
to ensure that American citizens of the Chi
cago metropolitan area will not be short
changed in their representation in Congress. 
Among our most explicit and vital duties as 
Members of Congress is the power to be the 
sole arbiter in the question of whether to go to 
war. There is no chance that American blood 
should ever be spilled on foreign soil without 
our having decided that there was a good 
enough reason to do so or our having had the 
opportunity to prevent it. 

No single man or woman should have such 
awesome power. To allow President Bush to 
dictate that we are to start war without being 
subject to Congress' determination on the 
question is to elevate him from President to 
monarch and, in many respects, to a god-like 
being. That is not only unconstitutional, but 
unconscionable as well. 

The potential problems are showcased in 
the past. Vietnam was a morass of five presi
dents acting without authority from the Con
gress. In the early 1980's, President Reagan 
never asked us for permission to invade Gre
nada. He just did it. I still feel that it was one 
of the most unnedessary uses of power that 
could have been contrived. But try using that 
observation to console the families of those 
who died. What was done was done. Since 
Congress could do nothing about it after the 
fact, we must be on the case, to stop such 
frivolous military action before it occurs. 

More recently, President Bush invaded Pan
ama. Did he ask? Did he ever convince the 
Congress, the representatives of the people, 
that there was a strong enough need to march 
in and destroy? Of course not. Yet, such ac
tions affect every American. They especially 
affected the dozens of American 
servicepeople who came back in body bags 
and the families of those people. 

That must never happen again, and espe
cially not now, in the Persian Gulf. The House 
must pass the Durbin-Bennett resolution 
today. To do otherwise would be to gift-wrap 
our powers and send them to the President. If 
we abandon this authority, will we next aban-

don our authority to appropriate Federal 
funds? What is the difference? In both cases, 
the Founding Fathers struck a sagacious bal
ance of powers between our two branches of 
Government. To upset that balance would be 
to tamper with the fundamental fabric of our 
democracy. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge all my colleagues to 
support the Durbin-Bennett resolution for now 
and all times to come. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from North 
Dakota [Mr. DORGAN]. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Speaker, let me repeat a verse that was 
given me by a rancher, that I used yes
terday. His question was, "What's the 
hurry?" 

The verse he gave me was: 10,000 men 
march off to fight when 40 statesmen 
call it right, but had the statesmen 
fought instead, their impatience would 
have cost but 40 dead." 

What is the hurry? We are told today 
we must send a message to Saddam 
Hussein, and the message must in ef
fect be a declaration of war, in order to 
demonstrate that this country in the 
middle of an economic crisis, is willing 
to borrow money to send our troops to 
shed American blood to protect what is 
largely our allies' oil supply. 

Two points: 
First of all, this country should 

never choose war until it has exhausted 
every effort for peace; and, second, Iraq 
has received a message. Saddam Hus
sein is now stopped. We have sent the 
message and it was received. Dealing 
with Iraq later, if we must, will not be 
dealing with a stronger Iraq. It will be 
dealing with a weaker Iraq because 
economic sanctions will and now are 
weakening Iraq. 

So, what is the hurry? What is the 
rush, statesmen? 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. FOGLIE'TTA]. 

Mr. FOGL:iETTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong support of the Bennett-Dur
bin resolution. 

My colleagues, we make a lot of hard 
decisions in this Chamber. 

Every day we make decisions that af
fect people, real people, flesh and 
blood. Decisions that affect poverty or 
prosperity, life or death. 

But no decision is harder to make 
than that to authorize the President to 
send American men and women to fight 
a war. 

It is our decision to make. That is 
what the Constitution says. 

Little more than 200 years ago, a 
group of men sat in Independence Hall 
in Philadelphia-in my district-and 
wrote the foundation for this great 
land-the U.S. Constitution. 

The administration speaks out of two 
sides of its mouth when it comes to in
terpreting the Constitution. 

When it suits them, they are strict 
constitutionists. They say that you 
must look to the original intent. But 
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when it doesn't meet their purposes, 
they ignore the document and its origi
nal intent. 

Here, the original intent is clear. 
The Framers spoke loud and clear 

about this division of authority. 
No single person should be saddled 

with the responsibility to send men 
and women to die. 

All of us have been in our districts 
listening to our constituents. Their 
voices whisper in our ear as we make 
this decision this weekend. 

Let the people be heard. 
Vote to support the Bennett-Durbin 

Resolution. 
D 1010 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. FRANK]. 

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, this issue 
was not about nuclear and chemical 
and biological weapons; those weapons, 
the chemical and biological, as a re
ality, and the nuclear as a potential 
have been in Saddam Hussein's hands 
for a long time. They were in his hands 
when many of us in this House tried to 
impose sanctions against him and the 
Bush administration lobbied to kill 
them. And the Bush administration's 
stated policy now, as the gentleman 
from Illinois restated it, is that he 
should leave Kuwait, which would 
leave the nuclear and chemical weap
ons in his hands. They are the prob
lems to be dealt with, but they are not 
the target of this administration's pol
icy now, although they were in fact the 
beneficiaries of this administration's 
policy before. 

Second, the gentleman said that de
mocracy is certain to lag 2 years be
hind the tyrants. Not by my values. I 
celebrate democracy. I celebrate the 
fact that this Nation ought not to be 
able to make the most terrible decision 
that a society can make, to send its 
young people out to kilr or be killed, 
which sometimes we have to do. 

There is no pacifism here. This is not 
a case of Munich. Saudi Arabia is 
Czechoslovakia, if you want to use Mu
nich, and we sent hundreds of thou
sands of troops with unanimity in this 
body to its defense. This is not Munich. 

What we are talking about is, as the 
gentleman articulated it, should Amer
ica take world leadership? That is what 
we take on ourselves, the burden of 
Americans dying, of Americans paying. 

We have a multilateral force that 
consists of American soldiers and 
international cheerleaders. We have 
the Egyptians announcing that they 
will not go into Iraq. They will go into 
Kuwait, but if the Army goes the other 
way, they will not be there. We are 
being told by the President that Amer
ica alone should take this burden on. 
Then the question is, who makes that 
decision? 

We have heard it here, people saying, 
"Don't undermine America's policy." 

What are we, the Canadian Consulate? parent that American resolve is being 
This is part of America. This is where awakened. If you are a friend and a 
the elected Representatives of the former critic of this House, you would 
American people sit, and that is why be reassured, for the House has risen, 
we need the Bennett-Durbin resolution, with candor, without rancor, as it 
to do away with the notion that Presi- should rise, for the issue is overwhelm
dential policy governs in the most ter- · ingly important. That message is 
rible decision we can make on loss of enough. 
life, destabilization of our economy, Were we to stop today, we would be 
and commitment forever, apparently, served and served well. But if we are 
to this "we will do it all" idea. That is speaking about messages, permit me, 
why Congress has to vote, and that is please, to sharpen the focus of the de
why we owe the gentleman from Illi- bate to a particular constituency of 
nois and the gentleman from Florida ours, the men and women in the Armed 
thanks for letting us establish this im- Forces of the United States. I yield to 
portant constitutional principle. you and you and you on your messages 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 to Saddam Hussein. I yield to you and 
minute to the gentleman from Ken- you and you on your messages about 
tucky [Mr. MAZZOLI]. politics and the economy. I give little 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, I thank ground to the kind of message that a 
the gentleman very much for yielding soldier, sailor, Air Force man or Ma-
time to me. rine would like to hear. 

Mr. Speaker, I have just completed In our history, World War II, because 
reading the book, "Miracle at Philadel- of American resolve, produced men of 
phia," by Elizabeth Drinker Bowen. character such as CHARLIE BENNETT, 
Anyone who would read that book because we were all one. In Korea we 
about those fateful days in Philadel- failed. We ended with a draw. I was 
phia in the summer of 1787, would con- there. I could not believe that I always 
elude that all the Members of this had to seek permission to turn right or 
House really should support the gen- turn left. A draw for a soldier? 
tleman from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN] and And in Vietnam we lost. That was 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. BEN- worse. Not only did we have to seek 
NETT] on this resolution. We should be permission, we could not shoot unless 
the ones to declare offensive action. shot at. Good grief. That is committing 

Having said that, let me also suggest the soldier to certain death. 
that I support the Hamilton-Gephardt In the interim years we had the All
resolution because I do not know what Volunteer Force. We have devoted so 
the rush to war is all about. Why do we much to giving them all that they 
have to be bludgeoned into or rush into need. And we applauded in this House, 
an affair that will clearly claim many as they did everywhere else, when we 
American lives, the lives of men and sent them off in August. When we aug
women? mented them in September, we 

Is Saddam Hussein, for example, sail- cheered, and when we sent reinforce
ing up the Hudson River and about to ments in October, we cheered.· 
lay siege to the World Trade Towers? Is Now we are saying, "Wait now." In 
he poised over in Clarksville, IN in LEE effect, some of the messages are like 
HAMILTON'S district, about to come saying, "Don't shoot unless you are 
into Louisville, in my district? No, he shot at, and, by the way, before you 
is not. He has been stabilized. shoot, call me collect." 

This is not World War II. This is not Mr. Speaker, let me say this to my 
Europe. This is not a situation where friends: I am as tormented as all of us, 
the world is silent and the world is as all of you are. I had an opportunity 
asleep. The world is wide awake, and to have a peaceful discussion with the 
the world is vigilant. The world is President, one-on-one, on this issue. 
poised to pounce upon this man if he 
fails to do the right thing and leave D 1020 
Kuwait. He is a very tormented man as well. 

Mr. Speaker, let us give diplomacy a But my friends, America did not seek 
chance and let us give sanctions a to be the world's leader, it was thrust 
chance. Then and only then, if we have upon us. And it is the burden of leader
to, should we move with military force. ship to lead. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 We are not saying you must go to 
minutes to the distinguished Marine war. What we are saying is that if you 
general, BEN BLAZ, the gentleman from have to fight, then you do not need to 
Guam, where America's day begins. make that phone call. 

Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Speaker, it is difficult Let me end by just reminding some 
enough to speak on this issue today. It of my friends of a story I told when I 
is tormenting to speak in apparent op- took the oath here 7 years ago. As I 
position to CHARLIE BENNETT and in exited, a reporter came up to me and 
support of Solarz-Michel, for there are he said, "What was on your mind?" I 
very few people I admire more pro- indicated to him that in the 30 seconds 
foundly than I do my friend CHARLIE that it took to take the oath that 30 
BENNETT. years of my life as a marine flashed be-

If you are a foe of America, you fore me, and the most prominent im
would be distressed today, for it is ap- ages were those instances in which I 
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was asking my men to go off to war 
and saying it is for democracy, for our 
way of life, for freedom. And when the 
casual ties came back I was burdened 
with so much guilt, but it was my lot 
as an officer to carry that burden. I 
was ready to carry it to death. 

But in the 30 seconds during the oath, 
as the majesty, the nobility, and the 
dignity of the Chamber unfolded before 
me, I realized that I did give the right 
mission, because if this is the forum 
that we are trying to protect, then it 
was worth the sacrifice, and I am not 
as much burdened by a sense of guilt. 

We must carry the burden of leader
ship. It is heavy, but the bigger burden 
is to send the message to the soldier, 
sailor, and marine that we are behind 
them, because in the final analysis he 
carries the heaviest burden of all. 

I thank you, my friends, for listening 
to me, and I salute all of you. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. FASCELL]. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the pending resolution and 
as a cosponsor of the Michel-Solarz res
olution. I see absolutely nothing incon
sistent. In fact, it is entirely compat
ible and I think it is essential for this 
Congress to go on record in support and 
affirmation of the constitutional provi
sion. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the resolu
tion being offered by our distinguished col
leagues, Representatives BENNETI and DUR
BIN, House Concurrent Resolution 1. This res
olution expresses the sense of the Congress 
that Congress must approve any offensive 
military action against Iraq. 

The resolution further reaffirms that Con
gress has the responsibility and authority to 
declare war as granted in the Constitution. 

Both Representatives BENNETT and DURBIN 
presented excellent and persuasive testimony 
on their resolution to the Foreign Affairs Com
mittee earlier this week. 

As an original sponsor of the War Powers 
Resolutions enacted nearly 20 years ago, I 
fully support the principles expressed in House 
Concurrent Resolution 1 and would add that 
these principles are incorporated in House 
Joint Resolution 62, which has the support of 
a bipartisan membership of the Congress, led 
by Representatives SOLARZ and MICHEL 

House Joint Resolution 62 authorizes the 
conditional use of force to implement U.N. res
olutions and as such is the implementation of 
the War Powers Resolution. In section 2(c)(1) 
of House Joint Resolution 62, the Congress 
declares that this conditional authorization of 
the use of force constitutes the specific statu
tory authorization within the meaning of sec
tion 5(b) of the War Powers Resolution. 

In other words, under House Joint Resolu
tion 62, force is authorized by the Congress 
only after the President determines that the 
United States has used all appropriate diplo
matic and other peaceful means to obtain 
compliance by Iraq with the 12 U.N. Security 
Council resolutions and that those efforts have 
not been and would not be successful in ob
taining such compliance. 

Only pursuant to the presentation of that de
termination to Congress and the American 
people, for which he will be held accountable, 
would the President then be authorized to use 
force to implement the U.N. resolutions. This 
procedure established by House Joint Resolu
tion 62 is consistent with and fulfills the re
quirements of the War Powers Resolution and 
the U.S. Constitution. 

In this way, the Congress is upholding the 
basic premise of our system of government as 
perscribed in the U.S. Constitution that re
sponsibility for foreign policy and national se
curity policy decisions, including and espe
cially those involving war, is to be shared be
tween the executive and legislative branches 
of government and not to be decided alone by 
any one branch or person. 

For these reasons, I fully support House 
Concurrent Resolution 1, the Bennett-Durbin 
resolution and urge my colleagues to do the 
same. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Mon
tana, [Mr. WILLIAMS]. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of this resolution and also in 
support of the Hamilton-Gephardt reso
lution. 

Rushing to war will be a mistake of 
historic proportions. The result of 
moving too quickly to war will be de
structive divisions here at home and a 
dangerous jumbling of alliances and al
legiances in the nations of the Middle 
East. 

Moving to war quickly out of fear 
that the coalition of nations will not 
hold for the long pull indicates that 
the coalition may lack sturdiness and 
resilience because the cause itself is in
firm. 

This Nation must match our deter
mination that Iraq's aggression will 
not stand with the restraint, caution 
and thoughtfulness required of a Na
tion that would lead the world. We 
urge President Bush to be both con
fident and wise. We hope he will rely on 
history for guidance, and not only the 
history of World War II, but other 
events, including Korea and Vietnam. 
Not all old soliders learn the lesson. 

Finally, I want to express my opposi
tion to the Solarz-Michel proposal. War 
by voucher system breaks faith with 
the Founders and abrogates our con
stitutional responsibilities in this Con
gress. 

Finally, we pray for the young men 
and women under arms in the Middle 
East. We pray for President Bush and 
we urge on him thoughtfulness, cau
tion, and wisdom. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from New 
York, [Mr. WEISS]. 

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
strong support of the resolution introduced by 
our colleagues Mr. BENNETI and Mr. DURBIN. 
This important resolution reasserts the clear 
constitutional prerogative of Congress to make 
the ultimate decision to commit the Nation to 
war. 

There are two very distinct issues before the 
House today. One issue-about which there is 
deep and passionate division here in Con
gress-concerns the wisdom of various strate
gies to restore the sovereignty of Kuwait. For 
my own part, I am convinced that we have not 
yet exhausted all available economic and diir 
lomatic avenues, and that our best option is to 
stay the course of sanctions and diplomatic 
pressure. 

But there is another important issue before 
the House today-an issue of profound con
stitutional import. It boils down to one simple 
question-who has the authority to commit the 
United States to war? 

On the one hand, this question hardly 
seems necessary to debate at all. The Con
stitution, in article 1, section . 8, leaves abso
lutely no ambiguity on this issue. It is Con
gress-and only Congress-who has that au
thority. The necessity of this provision was 
clear to the members of the Constitution Con
vention. They were determined that no one 
person, be he a King or a President, should 
have the sole authority to send the Nation to 
war. 

The Constitution is so clear, in fact, and the 
Founders' reasoning so wise, that it almost 
seems superfluous to reiterate the time-tested 
Constitutional provision in legislation. 

But the recent statements of President 
Bush-and indeed the record of the last 1 O 
years-indicate that the resolution offered by 
Mr. BENNETI and Mr. DURBIN is not only air 
propriate, but absolutely essential. 

Mr. Bush-like Mr. Reagan before him-has 
made the bald assertion, the Constitution not
withstanding, that the President has the au
thority to send the Nation to war without the 
approval of Congress. This unadorned claim 
would not even have been conceivable just a 
decade ago. Yet now it is publicly asserted 
from the White House. 

One of the great ironies of President Bush's 
position is the fact that he-like President 
Reagan before him-claims to be a strict inter
preter of the "original intent" of the Framers of 
the Constitution. It is odd that President Bush 
supports the original intent of the Founders 
when the Constitution is vague, yet opposes 
the Framers' intent when it is crystal clear, as 
on the issue of congressional war powers. 

The Bennett-Durbin resolution, for which I 
commend the gentlemen from Florida and Illi
nois, will put that new-found misinterpretation 
of the Constitution to rest. 

Congress-and only Congress-has the au
thority to commit the United States to war. I 
urge my colleagues to support the Bennett
Durbin resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, when we take those 30 
seconds to take the oath of office, and 
we raise our right hands, and we puff 
our chests, that is not just a formula 
that we are going through. We swear to 
preserve and protect and defend the 
Constitution of the United States. 
When we do that, we do it in the par
ticular and for the last 10 years at least 
there has been such a tremendous ero
sion of our commitment to protecting 
and defending and preserving the Con
stitution. And this institution has 
played a role in that erosion in that we 
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have abdicated our constitutional re
sponsibilities. 

When we permit a President to wage 
small wars, whether it is Grenada or 
Panama, without the prior approval of 
the Congress, we are eroding the Con
stitution. And when we try to defend 
against violations of international law 
having violated international law our
selves we erode the Constitution and 
we undermine our leadership role in 
the international community. 

The Bennett-Durbin resolution 
should be adopted because it reasserts 
that which the Founders of this Nation 
intended, that the people through their 
representatives must make the fateful 
decision to go to war. That is the pro
cedure that should be followed at this 
�t�i�m�~�.� And it is being followed. But it 
would not have been followed if the 
Secretary of State or the President had 
been left to their own inclination. This 
body made that happen. 

Let us adopt this resolution so we 
make it absolutely clear that it is still 
Congress that has the sole power to de
clare war. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes and 15 seconds to the gentle
woman from California [Ms. PELOSI]. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding the time 
and thank him for his leadership, along 
with the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
BENNETT], for his leadership in giving 
us this opportunity to vote on the con
stitutional right of Congress to declare 
war, because in restating that right for 
Congress we are restating it for the 
American people. And the people of my 
district want Congress to be aware of 
some consequences that perhaps have 
not been addressed in this debate as we 
consider when and if to use force in the 
Persian Gulf. 

We all, of course, revere those who 
have gone before us and fought the 
wars that have made our country and 
the world free. But the stakes are so 
much higher in this potential battle 
that I want to call some of them to 
Members' attention. 

Mr. Speaker, every Member of Con
gress, regardless of which gulf resolu
tion they are supporting, is burdened 
with the image of human lives that 
could be lost in the tragedy of a Per
sian Gulf war. 

While we are all concerned about this 
tragic image, there are other concerns 
which will also affect human life and 
all of life on Earth. 

The war cloud that would result from 
exploding oil fields and large-scale 
bombing of Kuwait, Iraq, Saudi Arabia, 
and other countries in the Middle East 
would doom the environment for many 
years to come. King Hussein of Jordan 
stated in his remarks before the global 
warming conference in Geneva last 
year: "If half of Kuwait's oil reserves 
were to go up in flames during a war, 
the environmental impact would be 
swift, severe and devastating-(it) 

would blacken the skies over a radius 
of at least 750 kilometers." And iast 
night the king stated that the war 
would be an ecological disaster of the 
first order. 

Some of the world's leading sci
entists state that the environmental 
effects of a war in the Middle East 
would be staggering. While we discuss 
the many scenarios that might result 
from a gulf war, let us also focus on 
these images: 

Fires raging for weeks, or perhaps 
months, sending tons of smoke and de
bris into the Earth's atmosphere. 

Oil equal to a dozen Exxon Valdez 
spills coursing through gulf waters. 

Millions of Dolphins, fish, sea birds 
and other marine life washed onto gulf 
shores. 

Smoke and debris blocking sunlight, 
causing temperatures to drop and al
tering crop seasons which would result 
in widespread famine. 

Toxic pl um es ascending to the upper 
atmosphere and falling as acid rain. 

Chemical contamination of air, water 
and vetegation. 

The Persian Gulf as the Dead Sea. 
All of the Persian Gulf's natural re

sources, recognized by the United Na
tions environmental program as "one 
of the most fragile and endangered 
ecosystems" in the world, would be af
fected-from drinking water to marine 
life-disrupting the chain of life and 
livelihood for generations to come. 

We are all too familar with the dev
astation that can be wrought by a 
large-scale oilspill. The Valdez tragedy, 
which we addressed with oilspill pre
vention and liability legislation in the 
last Congress, would be magnified 
many times over by war in the Middle 
East. It takes, on average, a minimum 
of 3 weeks to put out an oilwell fire. 
There are 1,000 oilwells in Kuwait. 
There are only a few firefighting teams 
in the world prepared for this type of 
emergency. 

The Fertile Crescent, created by the 
confluence of the Tigris and Euphrates 
Rivers flowing into the gulf, habitat 
for rich marsh life and the center of ag
ricultural irrigation, would be irrev
ocably changed. Imagine this: The gulf 
would become the Dead Sea in more 
ways than one. 

The point has already been made how 
important it is for us to have an energy 
policy to avoid such conflicts in the fu
ture. And the point has already been 
made how we have to have a better pol
icy toward nuclear disarmament. I 
hope the point is made that we take 
very seriously the environmental con
sequences of our action, and again I 
thank the gentlemen for their resolu
tion. 

D 1030 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

such time as he may consume to my 
colleague, the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, in order to 
fully understand what we are doing today, I 
think it is important to understand the legal na
ture of the three measures we will vote on 
today. Two are concurrent resolutions and one 
is a joint resolution. 

Concurrent resolutions do not rise to the 
level of a law. They are mere expressions of 
opinion. They do not go to the President for 
his signature or veto. They do not change or 
legally interpret any section of the Constitution 
or any law. Passing a concurrent resolution in 
either House is not binding on anyone and 
may be inconsistent with one passed in the 
Senate or passed previously or in the future. 
It makes no difference legally and to pretend 
the House is passing a historic law when it 
passes a mere concurrent resolution is a mis
representation. 

A joint resolution if passed in identical form 
by both the Senate and the House and signed 
by the President can have the force of law. 

Both the Bennett resolution (H. Con. Res. 1) 
and the Hamilton resolution are concurrent 
resolutions and merely express opinions of 
Congress. The Solarz-Michel resolution (H.J. 
Res. 62) is a joint resolution which, if passed 
in identical form by both the House and Sen
ate and signed by the President, will rise to 
the level of law. 

If those who support the two concurrent res
olutions were to pass something of substance, 
they would propose passing a law to repeal 
the War Powers Act, which is inconsistent with 
these two concurrent resolutions most of them 
support. The War Powers Act is a law which 
sets forth certain procedures the President 
should follow if he orders troops or the use of 
Armed Forces in situations like we have in the 
gulf. I did not vote for it and believe it was in 
effect an unconstitutional delegation of con
gressional authority and also an unenforceable 
infringement on Presidential power. It has not 
been recognized as constitutional by any of 
the five Presidents since it passed. If the War 
Powers Act is to be modified or repealed, it 
must be done by law and cannot be done by 
a mere concurrent resolution. 

House Concurrent Resolution 1 states that it 
is the opinion of those voting for it that "any 
offensive action against Iraq must be explicitly 
approved by the Congress of the United 
States before such action can be initiated." 
Since there are no exceptions, it would even 
prohibit using the force we are using each day 
to enforce the embargo and it would prohibit 
offensive action taken in retaliation for suffer
ing inflicted by Iraq under any condition. That 
means that if Iraq were to use biological or 
chemical weapons on our troops in the desert, 
all they could do is try to defend themselves 
against another attack. They could not take of
fensive action to prevent another attack. No 
Member of the House has been willing to say 
they believe the response should be that lim
ited in that particular case but that is the plain 
unambiguous reading of the resolution; and 
one or even several Members of the 435 in 
the House saying they would like for excep
tions to be read into it, does not change it. 
Even though it is a mere resolution expressing 
an opinion, and will not settle a question which 
has been debated for 200 years, any r:esolu
tion stating the opinion of this House today 
should state any exceptions Members believe 
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appropriate. I will not vote for a resolution or 
opinion which as written in effect states that 
American soldiers should be limited in re
sponding to a biological or chemical attack. 

The Hamilton resolution is based upon the 
assumption that sanctions and an embargo 
will cause Saddam to withdraw from Kuwait. I 
do not believe that and not very many do. It 
is merely an excuse. Those who want to wait, 
and they are many, should just say so. Since 
the Hamilton resolution cannot rise to the level 
of a law and will not have any legal effect on 
the President, to claim it is effective or an his
toric document is not right. While passing a 
mere opinion in and of itself does no legal 
harm, it does no real good either. On the other 
hand, I fear passing it might encourage Sad
dam to believe U.S. troops would not be per
mitted to retaliate and therefore, passing it 
might encourage him to continue to defy the 
U.N. edict to withdraw, encourage him to not 
agree to proposals being advanced this week- . 
end by the U.N. Secretary General, and also 
encourage him to commit a reckless aggres
sive act endangering our military personnel. I 
see no positive gain flowing from passing this 
resolution but a possible downslide. If the au
thors want to do something positive and sub
stantive, they should instead be proposing re
peal or amendment of the War Powers Act 
which in effect concedes authority of the 
President to use force in such situations for up 
to 90 days. 

House Joint Resolution 62, which is sup
ported by the administration, is a serious pro
posal rising to the level of a law, but it grants 
authority to be implemented at some indefinite 
time in the future. The circumstances at that 
future time are not known today. Indeed, cir
cumstances may very well change substan
tially by next Tuesday and those changes may 
be so important that one voting yes today 
under today's circumstances may want to vote 
no on Tuesday. If the Secretary General of the 
United Nations can extract an agreement for a 
viable program for withdrawal, there would be 
a lot more support for action. I think House 
Joint Resolution 62, as written at this time, is 
too much of a blank check. We should deal 
with such important questions at a time when 
all the circumstances are known. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. HASTERT]. 

Mr . HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, I stand 
in support of the Michel-Solarz resolu
tion and oppose the Bennett resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the Solarz
Michel resolution authorizing the President to 
use United States Armed Forces to implement 
the U.N. Security Council resolutions concern
ing the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait. 

The approval of this resolution by Congress 
will provide the President with a critically im
portant tool to use in his continued efforts to 
avert war-Saddam Hussein will know beyond 
a shadow of a doubt that our Government and 
its citizens stand firmly behind the President's 
actions. 

We cannot expect our Commander in Chief 
to lead our Nation through this crisis with one 
hand tied behind his back. The President must 
have the ability to choose among a variety of 
options, including military options, in negotiat
ing this crisis. Sanctions alone do not provide 

the needed threat to bring about the Iraqi with
drawal from Kuwait. In the more than 5 
months since the Iraqi invasion, Saddam Hus
sein has increased, rather than decreased his 
hold on Kuwait. Sanctions have produced no 
hint of a response from Iraq. 

The morale of our troops in Saudi Arabia is 
high. I returned from the gulf region earlier this 
week with the knowledge that our military 
forces are extremely well trained and ready for 
any eventuality. These brave men and women 
are professionals that know their jobs and 
strongly believe in their mission. But our 
troops must know that our Government stands 
squarely behind them and respects their abil
ity. Just as we must speak with one voice to 
Saddam Hussein, we cannot send mixed mes
sages to our own soldiers about our commit
ment in the gulf. In this instance, maintaining 
peace demands that we maintain a credible 
military threat, otherwise Iraq will not budge, 
and we will go to war. 

I continue to maintain hope that we can yet 
avoid war, and pray for this outcome. The loss 
of young lives in the defense of our country 
would be a tragedy of overwhelming propor
tion. However, the threat of failing to act, of al
lowing a mad dictator to succeed in his vicious 
aggression against neighboring countries and 
the world community is simply not an option. 
In short order our Nation would face an even 
more aggressive and imposing force in the 
Middle East, one that could jeopardize many 
more lives. 

As we approach the January 15 deadline for 
Iraq's withdrawal from Kuwait, the world is in
tently watching how the strongest nation on 
Earth responds to one of its greatest threats. 
I have faith, based on more than 200 years of 
proud history, in the strength and resolve of 
the American people to protect freedom and 
defend against aggression. We will persevere, 
and Congress has the opportunity to help. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. PORTER]. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I understand the 
intentions of the gentlemen who offer this res
olution, and they differ from my own. But I am 
unable to understand the relevancy of insisting 
in a concurrent resolution on what the Con
stitution says plainly-that only Congress has 
the right to declare war-when the concurrent 
resolution has no force of law and merely ex
presses a sense of the body, and especially 
when, on the same day, we will be voting to 
grant-or not-the express power to the Presi
dent to take offensive military action. 

I believe, as I expect most all Members of 
this body believe, that the Founding Fathers 
were correct in placing in the hands of the leg
islative branch the responsibility and power to 
commit our country to armed conflict. Plainly, 
there are and have been throughout our his
tory times when the exercise of such power 
was not possible, consistent with our national 
interests. These included. actions against pi
rates in the early days of our national exist
ence, the invasions of Grenada and Panama, 
when covert action was necessary, and oth
ers, such as Vietnam, where we were fighting 
for an established government and against an 
insurrection and, at least in the very early 
stages of our involvement, there was no other 

nation we might have wanted to declare war 
upon at that time. 

In every such case, of course, the legislative 
branch retained the power and responsibility 
for providing the resources to conduct these 
military operations and thus, though no dec
laration of war may have been appropriate, 
the legislative branch was a full participant 
with the power to prevent continuation of our 
military participation at any moment. 

The situation in Kuwait, however, does not 
fall into any of these categories. Military action 
has been threatened for some months and 
both sides have steadily built their confronting 
forces. An identifiable nation is the intended 
enemy and there is nothing covert about the 
confrontation. Ample legislative time is avail
able to address the issue. 

I have been urging the President publicly 
and privately that, in these circumstances, the 
Constitution requires a declaration of war, and 
he should ask for one. Note, however, that the 
Constitution nowhere requires the President to 
seek a declaration of war from the Congress. 
It is our power and our responsibility alone, 
and the President under the Constitution has 
no role to play in it. 

In any case the Michel-Solarz joint resolu
tion fulfills, in my judgment, the constitutional 
imperaitive completely and also satisfies the 
terms of the Bennett-Durbin concurrent resolu
tion, which under the circumstances, it seems 
to me, is irrelevant and redundant. 

A vote for or against the proposition, then, 
seems totally unnecessary and the current 
resolution, therefore, totally unnecessary as 
well. The statement reaffirming that the power 
and responsibility for declaring war lies in the 
Congress is obviously one I support. The need 
for such affirmation as a sense of the Con
gress and in the face of actual legislation 
which grants the President such power is dif
ficult to discern. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. YOUNG]. 

Mr. YOUNG of Flordia. Mr. Speaker, 
what a terrible shame, 1990 was a year 
in which freedom broke out around the 
world and was the first time in more 
than 50 years that the entire world 
seemed to be at peace. 

What a terrible shame, just as the 
people of the world were standing to
gether breathing a collective sigh of re
lief that war was going away, super
power confrontation was going away, 
the dictator of Iraq stirred it all up 
again. 

The long-anticipated clash between 
the Soviet Union and the United States 
ended instead with a historic chain of 
diplomatic events and treaties that 
lessened the threat of conflict, reduced 
the United States and Soviet nuclear 
threat, resulted in a build-down of 
Eastern and Western Military forces in 
Europe, and opened the doors to a 
clearer understanding between the 
leaders of our two nations. It was under 
the strong leadership of Presidents 
Reagan and Bush, and Soviet General 
Secretary Gorbachev that a new decade 
ushered in a vision of peace for the 
first time in three generations. 
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Here at home, we reduced spending 

on national defense programs and this 
Congress eagerly anticipated a peace 
dividend that could be spent to provide 
for the education of our children and 
the heal th care of our aged. 

In recent months we were amazed 
with the destruction of the Berlin Wall, 
the melting of the Iron Curtain, free
dom was breaking out all over Europe, 
free elections in Poland, free elections 
in Czechoslovakia, countries withdraw
ing from conflicts where they were in
volved as surrogates and third parties. 
Peace was breaking out, and the dic
tator of Iraq changed all of that. There 
can be no question that the dictator of 
Iraq is a threat, not only to the people 
of Kuwait, not only to the people of 
Saudi Arabia, but to the people of the 
world, to the economy of the world. 
And he has denied us, he has denied us 
that peaceful world that we thought we 
had within our grasp. What a shame. 
What a shame. He is a threat, and 
something needs to be done. 

Hope and optimism for a potential 
entire generation of peace were quickly 
dashed on August 2, when Saddam Hus
sein's armed forces brutally annexed 
Kuwait, taking thousands of Ameri
cans and other visitors of that nation 
hostage. Not only did he rob the Ku
waiti people of their freedom, pillage 
the nation of its assets and resources, 
and violently murder innocent men, 
women, and children-Saddam Hussein 
robbed the world of its only real hope 
for peace. 

Our President, George Bush, did 
something, and everyone speaking on 
this floor in the last several days has 
complimented the President for mov
ing out swiftly and strongly and orga
nizing world opinion, preparing to stop 
the threat from the dictator of Iraq. 
Congress wa.s in session at the time of 
the invasion of Kuwait. But Congress 
was silent a::i the United Nations adopt
ed resolution after resolution condemn
ing the dictator of Iraq. Congress ap
plauded, the people of America ap
plauded, even the press applauded. 

As the troop movements began and 
commitments were made, thousands of 
Americans went to the desert with 
their tanks and guns and ships and air
planes and other types of equipment 
that we cannot even mention on the 
floor today. The commitment was 
being made, and Congress acquiesced in 
that commitment. Yes we were part of 
that commitment through our silence. 

In August, September, October, No
vember, and December, Congress did 
not stand to try to prevent that com
mitment, to try to stop what was hap
pening, to tell the President, "You can
not move ahead." We applauded. We 
joined in that commitment by our si
lence, and now we have George Bush, 
who has done such an outstanding job 
in this regard out there on the end of 
the limb, and Congress can be silent no 
longer. Congress should speak out 

strongly in favor of that commitment 
today since we made that commitment 
all along with George Bush with our si
lence. 

As we close the debate on this criti
cal resolution, we stand just hours 
away from a possible armed conflict, 
the magnitude of which the world has 
not seen for almost 20 years. There is 
no Member of this House who hopes 
and prays more than I that Saddam 
Hussein will withdraw from Kuwait 
and avert the use of force. 

There is no questioning the resolve of 
the United States and the inter
national coalition of more than 100 na
tions that have condemned Iraq's ag
gression in 12 strong and very clear 
U.N. resolutions. President Bush has 
rallied the international community, 
including a coalition of our allies and 
another coalition of nations who rarely 
if ever support the United States, in an 
unprecedented show of unity. Imme
diately following Iraq's incursion into 
Kuwait, the United Nations approved 
resolution 660, the first condemning 
Iraq's invasion and demanding an im
mediate and unconditional withdrawal 
of forces. 

The United Nations soon after, on 
August 6, approved resolution 661 im
posing a trade embargo and financial 
sanctions against Iraq and Iraq-occu
pied Kuwait. On August 9, the United 
Nations declared Iraq's annexation of 
Kuwait null and void and demanded 
that Iraq rescind the annexation. 

The United Nations on August 18 de
manded that Iraq release the thousands 
of foreign nationals being held hostage 
and on August 25 reaffirmed its support 
for enforcement of the international 
trade embargo against Iraq. The U.N.
approved four additional resolutions in 
September including resolution 670 
that indicated a greater resolve by the 
entire international community to 
tighten the trade embargo. 

Despite Saddam Hussein's arrogance, 
the United Nations issued two resolu
tions in October and November before 
finally approving resolution 678 on No
vember 29 authorizing member states 
to use all means necessary to uphold 
the terms of the first 11 U.N. resolu
tions and restore international peace 
and security in the region. It was this 
resolution which established the Janu
ary 15 deadline for Iraq's withdrawal 
from Kuwait. 

Mr. Speaker, President Bush, Sec
retary of State Baker, and U.N. Sec
retary General Perez de Cueller have 
taken every step possible to enable 
Saddam Hussein to settle this situa
tion peacefully. Iraq's response was 
never clearer than this past Wednesday 
when its Foreign Minister Tariq Aziz 
refused to accept a letter from Presi
dent Bush to Saddam Hussein that 
ought to make the Iraqi President fully 
understand the options available to 
him and the consequences of his deci
sions. As the world watched, the Iraqi 

Foreign Minister, on behalf of Saddam 
Hussein, virtually closed the door to 
any peaceful settlement and all but 
challenged the world to forcibly re
move Iraqi troops from Kuwait. 

The United States clearly stands on 
the side of peace. For more than 5 
months, President Bush has sought 
through every diplomatic channel pos
sible to convince Iraq to withdraw from 
Kuwait, a nation Saddam Hussein 
openly acknowledges that he has liq
uidated and annexed. The Soviet 
Union, the United Nations, even the 
nations of the Arab community, have 
provided unwavering support to Presi
dent Bush and his every move. 

Mr. Speaker, those on both sides of 
the aisle commend President Bush for 
his leadership, his initiative and his re
straint in dealing with Saddam Hussein 
these past 5 months. With this vote 
today, we can clearly signal the sup
port of the U.S. Congress for his efforts 
and reaffirm our trust in the difficult 
decisions he must make in the weeks 
and months ahead. A vote for the So
larz-Michel resolution today is a signal 
to Saddam Hussein that the inter
national community remains united in 
its condemnation of Iraq's brutal ag
gression and its attempt to take away 
the freedom of a sovereign nation and 
its people. 
. A vote against the Solarz-Michel res

olution sends the wrong message to 
Saddam Hussein. It would strengthen 
his hand and lessen the chances for a 
peaceful resolution of this diplomatic 
stalemate. It also would seriously un
dermine the credibility of the Presi
dent of the United States and leave our 
allies in turmoil. 

A vote against President Bush today 
casts aside the 12 years of leadership by 
two American Heads of State to rees
tablish respect throughout the world 
for the United States and the American 
people. We are on the doorstep of a so
called new world order that offers the 
hope of peace to this generation and 
generations to come. 

It is a hope that will not and cannot 
be fulfilled without strong leadership 
and that leadership must come from 
the United States which for more than 
200 years has stood as the beacon of 
hope, the beacon of freedom, and the 
beacon of peace throughout the world. 

Mr. Speaker, when I was a child 
growing up during World War II, I was 
old enough to know that we were in a 
terrible war. But I knew that there was 
someone somewhere looking after this 
great Nation and I had every con
fidence that the decisions they were 
making would make everything all 
right. Ladies and gentlemen, today all 
over this great country there are 
young men and women who know that 
someone somewhere is looking out for 
them. That someone somewhere is us 
and we have got to be decisive in mak
ing the right decision. 
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In his first annual Address to the 

U.S. Congress, President George Wash
ington said, "To be prepared for war is 
one of the most effectual means of pre
serving peace." I think that was a valid 
observation then, and I think it is a 
valid observation now. Today to be pre
pared for war and preserve the peace 
means adoption of the Solarz-Michel 
resolution to let the dictator of Iraq 
know beyond a doubt that we are seri
ous, that he should withdraw and to let 
him know that we will keep our com
mitment to the world, to President 
Bush and to the young Americans who 
are in the desert today. 

If we are going to err in making a de
cision, we must err on the side of 
strength and leadership. This is a world 
in which Saddam Hussein and those ty
rants who will surely follow him only 
understand and respect strength and 
the willingness to use that strength to 
right the wrongs that have been thrust 
upon the world. 

If we err on the side of procrasti
nation and what appears to Saddam 
Hussein to be indecision and division 
we repeat the same mistakes that pre
ceded World War II when we refused to 
deter the aggression of another despot 
from a far more civilized nation than 
we face today. It is this series of mis
takes from which we have just emerged 
and which finally gave us the hope for 
world peace. 

Mr. Speaker, the vote we cast today 
will not only go a long way toward re
solving the situation in the Persian 
Gulf, but it will determine our future, 
the future of our children, and the fu
ture of our grandchildren. It is one 
which will determine if we are to begin 
a generation of world peace or a re
newed generation of world conflict and 
tension. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
OBEY). The Chair will announce that 
the time remaining is 91/4 minutes on 
this side and 7 minutes on this side. In 
the case of all three propositions 
today, the proponents will be allowed 
to close. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. CON
YERS]. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of the Bennett-Durbin 
resolution. 

Article I, section 8 of the Constitution explic
itly states that the Congress alone has the 
power to declare war. The Constitution says, 
"The Congress shall have power * * * to de
clare war." The Constitution properly man
dates that our elected representatives have an 
important check and balance against an errant 
Presidential decision on so grave an issue in
volving our national security. And the people 
have spoken: An Associated Press poll re
leased Wednesday showed that only 44 per
cent of the Nation support military action by 
the United States against Iraq, while 50 per
cent want to give sanctions more time to work. 

The President wants to sidestep this pivotal 
provision of the Constitution by simply asking 
this Congress to implement U.N. Resolution 
678, authorizing "all means necessary" to en
force the will of that body. If we pass the ad
ministration's resolution, we play directly into 
not only the President's political gyrations, but 
the very peril the Constitution seeks to avoid: 
the loss of American life overseas without an 
explicit declaration of war by the Representa
tives of the people. 

By taking this country to war without a na
tional consensus, the President, and this Con
gress by its actions, threatens to break the 
spirit of this Nation, wreak violence on the 
Constitution, and illegally place U.S. troops in 
a lethal situation. We made a great mistake in 
giving unlimited authority to the President in 
the Vietnam war with the Gulf of Tonkin reso
lution, and most Americans do not want to see 
this occur again. 

Article 1, section 8, clause 11, means ex
actly what it meant 200 years ago: that only 
the American people, through their elected 
congressional representatives, can lead this 
Nation to war, and it must be done with a for
mal declaration. Our actions here today threat
en to undo this vital measure. If we cannot 
preserve the foundation of democracy here at 
home, how can we encourage it abroad? We 
are talking about deliberately initiating a con
flict of potentially uncontrollable dimensions. In 
this case the President is simply wrong. Presi
dent Woodrow Wilson said, "The greatest mis
take a President can make is to take a divided 
nation to war." 

Our Nation is divided, Mr. Speaker, because 
the administration has failed to provide the 
American people with a compelling reason for 
our sons and daughters to die. I have not 
heard anyone assert that our basic survival or 
national identity are at risk. The commitment 
of our troops to a desert war without the con
sent of the people will only further divide the 
Nation and paralyze our future diplomatic role 
in that critical region. · 

Practical sense and the U.S. Constitution 
both require support for this resolution. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1% 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ohio 
[Ms. KAPTUR]. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the Bennett-Durbin resolu
tion, and also I rise as one Member who 
is not prepared to give the President a 
blank check in the situation in the 
Middle East. 

We, as Members of Congress, hold a 
sacred trust with our troops in the 
field as well as our citizenry here at 
home. 

There must be no doubt about why 
America goes to war. The reasons must 
be crystal clear, and the objectives 
honorable, and war must be the very 
last of resorts, not the first. 

I appreciate our congressional leader
ship responding to the pleas inside this 
body to hold this debate and discus
sion. The American people have a right 
to a Congress that meets its constitu
tional responsibilities today and in the 
days to come. 

This branch of government is not an 
extension of the executive branch nor 

its handmaiden. Each of us is elected in 
our own right and is sworn to the very 
same oath of office as the President of 
the United States. 

Events have conspired to make these 
votes today very tough calls. My own 
preference is to let the economic sanc
tions and the noose tighten around 
Saddam Hussein and Iraq. 

But to assure a national consensus in 
this country, we know the American 
people must be assured by our actions 
that all diplomatic and peaceful means 
have been tried before the war option is 
triggered. 

I support the Bennett-Durbin resolu
tion, because it preserves this Con
gress' rightful responsibilities in the 
days to come. 

And I just want to say that I com
mend this body for the high manner in 
which this debate has been conducted, 
nonpartisan on both sides. I am proud 
of all of you, this institution, and our 
country. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
SANG MEISTER]. 

Mr. SANGMEISTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in support of the Bennett-Durbin 
resolution and also the Hamilton-Gep
hardt resolution. 

Great Britain's Prime Minister Clement 
Attlee once said: Since wars begin in the 
minds of men, it is in the minds of men that 
defenses of peace must be constructed.'' It is 
in this context that the Congress of the United 
States must work its will. 

In the more than 16 years I have spent in 
a legislative capacity, I can think of no other 
vote that has been more difficult, or more im
portant. It goes without saying that this is any
thing but a political decision. No party, or for 
that matter, no individual has the right to say 
whether we are to go to war. This can only be 
done as our forefathers declared in the Con
stitution-through the collective decision of the 
Congress by its elected representatives. 

I originally supported the President's action 
in stopping Saddam Hussein's efforts to in
vade Saudi Arabia after his takeover of Ku
wait. I believe that action was necessary; how
ever, now we must face the question of 
whether we go from a defensive posture to 
one of an aggressor. Have we really given 
enough time for the sanctions to work? 
Shouldn't every avenue of diplomacy be ex
plored first? Is the cost of American lives
which will surely occur-worth what we will 
gain? Where are the ground troops of all 
those countries represented in the United Na
tions that resolved that after January 15, force 
can be used? Where is the logic in setting an 
arbitrary date for the use of force? Will Israel 
be drawn into this conflict and perhaps break 
up the Arab coalition that supposedly now 
supports us? Will terrorism break out all 
around the world? How long will this war last? 
A week, a month, or years? How many Amer
ican lives will be lost? When it is over, will the 
United States then become the landlord of 
Iraq, and perhaps the entire Middle East? Will 
we then bear the responsibility to monetarily 
and economically support them? 
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There are no easy answers to these ques

tions. I have served in the military myself and 
realize that military force is sometimes nec
essary, but I fail to see that destroying one in
dividual is worth the cost of countless human 
lives-not only American, but the innocent 
Iraqi citizens as well. History provides us with 
valuable insight. I believe it is imperative that 
the American people be behind the President 
if he chooses to wage war in the Persian Gulf 
but I sense that this vital support is not there. 
President Johnson found this out too late on 
Vietnam, and President Bush should look back 
on this hard-earned lesson before committing 
our troops to battle. 

Surely before we proceed, every avenue to 
resolve this conflict must be explored and trav
eled to achieve a peaceful resolution of this 
crisis. Short of that, my conscience only allows 
me to vote no on going to war. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as she may consume to the 
gentlewoman from Michigan [Miss COL
LINS]. 

Miss COLLINS of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in support of this reso
lution. 

Mr. Speaker, a decision to go to war-once 
made and implemented-is irreversible. 

It is a decision that weighs heavily on the 
minds and in the hearts of the families and 
friends in my congressional district whose 
sons and daughters are at risk on the front
line in Operation Desert Shield. 

It is a decision that will directly impact on 
the lives and livelihood of every American and 
seriously strain our already strained national 
economy. 

It is a decision that cannot and must not be 
taken lightly. 

A decision to go to war should only be 
made when all other avenues for peaceful res
olution have been exhausted and the Amer
ican way of life is directly threatened or in emi
nent danger. 

Mr. Speaker and my fellow colleagues, over 
the past few days the citizens in my district 
have reached out-first in prayer and then in 
concern. 

Their prayers are to a power that is higher 
than you and I. A power that urges us, as rep
resentatives of the people's will, to think long 
and hard about the decisions we will be mak
ing over the next few days; to fully weigh the 
consequences that our decisions will have for 
both our Nation and the world. 

Their concern is that those of us gathered in 
this Hall will not haphazardly make a decision 
that will cause the death or injury to their 
loved ones until we have: First, exhausted all 
peaceful remedies, and second, developed a 
better rationale for the loss of American lives. 

My consitutents are asking one question 
and one question only: Why? 

Why are we in Saudi Arabia? 
If it is not for oil, why? 
Why are we risking the lives or our sons 

and daughters in a foreign land? 
If not for democracy, why? 
In a time of limited resources to rebuild our 

cities, feed and house our homeless, and edu
cate our young, why is this administration so 
eager to spend billions of dollars in a far-off 
land that will have no meaningful impact on 
resolving the social and economic problems 

confronting every American every day, right 
here at home? 

Mr. Speaker, my constitutents are asking 
why? And at this time, with the information 
currently available, I am hardpressed to find 
an answer. For this reason, I urge my col
leagues to support: The continuing of current 
sanctions against Iraq; encouraging the ad
ministration to continue to explore other diplo
matic avenues for reaching a peaceful solution 
to this crisis situation that looms over our Na
tion; and voting against any measure that 
would enable the President to go to war and 
place our sons and daughters at risk. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Wiscon
sin [Mr. MOODY]. 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. Speaker, the heart 
and soul of a democracy is the commit
ment to act on matters grave only with 
the consent of the governed. No action 
can be more grave than the action of 
going to war. 

The levy of war will directly hit few 
of the Members in this body, but if we 
go to war, thousands of mothers will 
mourn the loss of their sons, their 
daughters, thousands of fathers like
wise. Thousands of children will mourn 
the loss of their parents. And thou
sands of young people will spend the 
rest of their lives in wheelchairs or in 
hospital beds. 

The economic cost of war, which is 
often forgotten during the rhetoric 
about pride and honor, is also enor
mous. No taxation without representa
tion, the very foundation of our politi
cal origins, really means no enormous 
material levy can be exacted on the 
people without their consent. 

For all of these reasons, Congress, 
the most direct representative of the 
people, must make the choice of war. 
This insistance on that role is the most 
conservative of all positions. 

The Durbin-Bennett resolution as
serts that responsibility. 

Please support the Durbin-Bennett 
resolution. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Arizona [Mr. RHODES]. 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, one of 
the catch phrases for those who are op
posing the Solarz-Michel resolution ap
pears to be, "What is the hurry? Iraq 
has been stopped. Our policy has 
worked." 

Well, where was Iraq stopped? In Ku
wait. Kuwait does not belong to Iraq. 
Kuwait is, or was, a sovereign nation. 
Yes, Iraq is stopped. It is stopped on 
somebody else's square. 

D 1040 
Kuwait is dying. The Kuwaiti people 

are dying. Those who are not dying are 
suffering miserably. The people of Iraq 
are suffering. The old men and women 
and children of Iraq are suffering. The 
Iraqi Army is not suffering. The Iraqi 
Army sits in Kuwait. It is being fed. It 
is being clothed. It is being cared for. 

Those who say, "Let's wait. Let's 
rely on sanctions." First of all, we all 
know we are depriving our President 
and the United Nations of their op
tions, their legitimate options, to re
peal aggression. But I would observe as 
well that if we rely solely on sanctions, 
if we say, "What's the hurry?" If we 
say "Let's wait and see if sanctions 
work," that the Iraqi Army would ar
guably be the safest organization in 
the world to belong to. While the peo
ple of Iraq will not be fed, the people of 
Iraq will not be clothed, and the people 
of Iraq will not be cared for, the army 
will be fed. The Iraqi Army will be fed, 
the Iraqi Army will be clothed, the 
Iraqi Army will be cared for, and the 
Iraqi Army will be a safe place to be 
because they will not be at risk. 

It seems to me that with Kuwait 
dying, with the Kuwaiti people suffer
ing, and with the Iraqi Army sitting on 
land that belongs to a sovereign na
tion, that we have just defined "the 
hurry." That is the hurry. The United 
Nations has stood up and said, "We will 
no longer tolerate aggression in this 
world, and we will authorize whatever 
means are necessary to repeal aggres
sion." Is the Congress of the United 
States to say different? 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from the State of Washington 
(Mr. MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, many of those who have stood 
in the well before me in this debate 
have reiterated that the votes we cast 
today will be momentous votes on the 
issue of peace and war in 1991. That is 
true. But these votes will have a tre
mendous effect on peace and war in the 
next century, as well. Sometime per
haps in the year 2003-a dictator will be 
considering invading his or her neigh
bor. That dictator will look back on 
1991, and Saddam Hussein, and will ask 
him or herself, did the United Nations 
stand firm? Did the United States, the 
leader of the United Nations, stand 
firm? Or after 5 months of diplomatic 
and economic efforts, did we back off 
on the U.N. resolution and let Saddam 
Hussein carry the day? 

Let Members stand firm with the 
United Nations and with the President. 
Let the Members vote to preserve 
peace in the next century. Let Mem
bers support the Solarz-Michel resolu
tion. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
KAN JORSKI]. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
as a cosponsor and strong supporter of the 
Bennett-Durbin resolution. 

Adoption of this resolution confirms our sol
emn obligation under article I, section 8 of the 
U.S. Constitution to act for the people of the 
United States, in the decision to go to war. 

As I have stated on this floor a number of 
times in the last 3 days, the process we are 
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currently undertaking is vital to our country, 
and vital to the Constitution our Nation de
pends upon. 

Today we are debating the powers of one 
man to commit American lives and resources 
to war when our country or our citizens are 
not directly threatened. 

If we do not test our Constitution now, when 
we have the time and are not directly in 
harm's way, we allow the potential for future 
constitutional crises to rock this Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today not only in favor of 
the Bennett-Durbin resolution, but also in sup
port of our Constitution and our Founding Fa
thers. 

I urge all of my colleagues to join me in 
supporting this critical resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
OBEY). The Chair would say at this 
point that the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. HYDE] has 3 minutes remaining, 
and the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
DURBIN] has 7 minutes remaining. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Wiscon
sin [Mr. ROTH]. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup
port of this resolution for two fun
damental reasons. First, it goes to the 
heart of what is perhaps Congress' 
most solemn constitutional function. 
And second, because it addresses the 
failure by Congress to live up to its 
duty thus far in this world crisis. For 
both reasons, I urge my colleagues to 
vote for this reaffirmation that Con
gress will fulfill its responsibility to 
speak for and act for the people in de
termining when force will be used on 
behalf of our country. Article I, section 
8, clause 11 of the Constitution is clear: 
only Congress can declare war. The 
Founding Fathers left no doubt about 
that, 204 years ago. Their intention was 
that the power to commit the nation to 
war must reside with the Congress, as 
the institution which most directly 
speaks for the people of this country. 
The question today is, how should this 
constitutional principle apply in to
day's world, where the use of armed 
force as an instrument of national pol
icy. is usually limited, both in scope 
and purpose, without any declaration 
that a state of war exists. Clearly, the 
President, acting as Commander in 
Chief, must have flexibility to act, but 
it is equally clear that Congress cannot 
abdicate its Constitutional duty or its 
responsibility to the people to serve as 
their voice. 

In the 5 months since this crisis 
began, Congress has not fulfilled its 
duty. The President committed 200,000 
troops to the Persian Gulf without any 
formal action by Congress. When we 
adjourned last October, we made a spe
cial provision to come back into ses
sion to act in this crisis. Yet when the 
President doubled our troop commit
ment to more than 400,000 Congress did 
not convene. Nor did we meet to con
sider the United States' role in seeking 
or implementing the United Nations 
resolution, which is cited as the basis 

for threatening military action against 
Iraq. In short, Congress did nothing 
until now, a few days before the U.N. 
deadline, when this crisis has reached 
the precipice of war. 

This resolution is important to re
mind the President that he must come 
to Congress for the authority to use 
'force. As this crisis has demonstrated, 
when Congress leaves a vacuum, Presi
dents can step in and maneuver Con
gress into a position where a vote 
against military action is a vote to un
dercut our troops at their moment of 
maximum vulnerability. 

For me, it · is a bitter choice to be 
forced into the position we find our
selves today. It is the result of Con
gress' failure to be more involved in 
the preceding months, as this crisis has 
escalated. Now, we have no choice but 
to back up the President by voting for 
the use of force-a step that I fervently 
hope the President will not use, and 
should not use while there is the 
slightest hope for a diplomatic solu
tion. In fact, it is because I am abso
lutely convinced that diplomacy can 
succeed only with a demonstration of 
unity in our Government that I can 
vote for the authority to use force. 
Five months ago, two months ago, one 
month ago, a full debate by Congress 
could have allowed other options for 
our action. Today, because of this in
stitution's inaction, we have only one. 

That is why this resolution is so 
vital. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. TRAFICANT]. 

Mr. 'rRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, the 
Constitution has become an early 
American wall decoration. Everybody 
sees it. Nobody reads it. Nixon raped it. 
Reagan shredded it. The truth be 
known here, George Bush would dis
regard it. 

Through all this, Congress turned 
their back. They turned their back 
that dealt with Vietnam. They turned 
their back that dealt with Korea. Con
gress cannot afford to turn their back 
as it deals with the Persian Gulf. 

If Members think the gulf cannot 
turn into a Vietnam, let me tell Mem
bers something: Yitzhak Shamir and 
King Fahd are both singing "Onward 
Christian Soldiers." I assure Members 
that it can happen. I say this today, It 
should be quite clear that Congress' 
legislative history is simply this: Any 
President that disregards the Constitu
tion on warmaking powers in the fu
ture will be subject to impeachment. If 
Congress has any courage at all, Con
gress will set that record straight. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I yield Ph 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. SHUSTER]. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, we are 
asked, what is the hurry? Well, after 5 
months of rebuffed diplomacy, every 
day that this Congress procrastinates, 
Saddam's factories are producing more 

chemical and biological weapons, more 
anthrax, more botulism, more sarin. 
This is a lethal nerve gas. And yes, 
more progress on nuclear weapons. 

Make no mistake about it, if indeed 
we must resort to military force, those 
factories of death and destruction and 
terrorism will surely be targets. 

So today, not next week, not next 
month, but today, we must give the 
President the authority to remove this 
scourge, or the face of history will pass 
judgment upon the Congress, as the 
Congress that failed to do their duty. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. McEWEN]. 

Mr. MCEWEN. Mr. Speaker, last 
night my daughter asked the question 
as postulated by her fourth grade 
teacher: Will your father vote for war 
or for peace? 

As I looked into the face of that lit
tle life that I value more than my own, 
I thought how simple it is when a per
son knows no history, when they have 
no memory, when they see no con
sequences, when a person lives only for 
today. 

Munich simply said, "You go no fur
ther." From now on we will have sanc
tions. When Chamberlain landed and 
held up the paper on which he had the 
few words that held peace in our time, 
the crowds lined the streets, blocked 
Downing Street, so much that he could 
not enter, as the House of Commons 
roared their approval. They asked the 
little stooped 65-year-old remnant of 
World War I, Lord Adm. Winston 
Churchill, "What do you think? He has 
brought us peace in our time." 
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Churchill said, "The Prime Minister 

faced the question between war and 
shame, and he has chosen both." 

From that day until now the world 
has learned, all the civilized world, 
unanimous in the United Nations. 

Mubarak has placed the future of 
Egypt on the line. 

The tremendous economic sacrifices 
of Turkey, the Communist bloc have 
all said, "We will stop tyranny at its 
first step." 

Hitler said, "I intend to go no fur
ther.'' 

Hussein has said, "I intend to go all 
the way. I intend to unite the entire 
Arab world under my command." 

And the civilized world has said, "We 
will stop you here." 

The Congress of the United States of 
America in 1991 should do no less. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Oregon [Mr. DEFAZIO]. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of the Bennett-Durbin 
constitutional War Powers Resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support of the 
resolution offered by my colleagues, Mr. BEN
NETT of Florida and Mr. DURBIN of Illinois. I am 
encouraged that, at long last, Congress is 
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confirming its exclusive right to commit this 
Nation to war. In the present case, I strongly 
oppose granting the authority to the President 
to make war against Iraq. 

Just over 3 years ago, when American serv
icemen were dying in the Persian Gulf to pro
tect Kuwaiti oil shipments, I made the point 
that the United States was in the 37th year of 
a constitutional crisis. The crisis began when 
President Harry Truman introduced a large 
American military force into the Korean conflict 
without any congressional authorization what
soever. His administration advanced the un
heard of theory that "the President, as Com
mander in Chief of the Armed Forces of the 
United States, has full control over the use 
thereof." 

For the first time in American history, a 
President claimed the full share of the 
warmaking powers granted to Congress by the 
U.S. Constitution. Today, Mr. Speaker, we are 
in the 40th year of that constitutional crisis, 
and Congress is still failing in its responsibility. 

The Framers of the Constitution clearly in
tended that the power to initiate war, whether 
declared or undeclared, should reside in the 
legislative branch of Government. They gave 
Congress the power "to declare war [and] 
grant letters of marque and reprisal, and make 
rules concerning captures on land and water"; 
Congress was given thereby sole authority 
over not only declared wars, but undeclared 
military actions sanctioned by the Government 
of the United States. The Framers also gave 
Congress the power to "make rules for the 
Government and regulation of the land and 
naval forces," the power to "define and punish 
piracies and felonies committed on the high 
seas, and offenses against the law of na
tions," and the power to "raise and support 
Armies* * * [and] a navy." 

If that weren't enough, Congress is given 
perhaps the broadest grant of power in the 
Constitution, the power "to make all laws 
which shall be necessary and proper for carry
ing into execution the foregoing powers, and 
all other powers vested by this Constitution in 
the Government of the United States or in any 
department or office thereof." 

The President's vaunted power as Com
mander in Chief of the Armed Forces, accord
ing to Alexander Hamilton, who among the 
Framers was the champion for a strong Presi
dency, was limited to "nothing more than the 
supreme command and direction of the mili
tary and naval forces," as opposed to the Brit
ish King, whose power included "the declaring 
of war and * * * the raising and regulating of 
fleets and armies." 

The Framers sought to create a chief exec
utive, not another king. The power to lead the 
Nation into a costly overseas military adven
ture was a power they explicitly denied to the 
President of the United States. James Madi
son spoke for all of his colleagues when he 
wrote, in a letter to Thomas Jefferson: 

The constitution supposes, what the his
tory of all governments demonstrates, the 
Executive is the branch of power most inter
ested in war and most prone to it. It has ac
cordingly, with studies care, vested the ques
tion of war in the Legislature. 

Presidents up until Harry Truman by and 
large honored the constitutional scheme. But 
since that time, the President has increasingly 

asserted the power to make war at the ex
pense of the Constitution and the legitimate 
role of the U.S. Congress. 

The constitutional crisis came to a head with 
the Vietnam war and the Gulf of Tonkin reso
lution. The Gulf of Tonkin resolution was a 
loosely worded declaration supporting the 
President's actions to defend U.S. Armed 
Forces in Southeast Asia and deter aggres
sion. Members of the Senate rose to make it 
clear that the resolution was not intended to 
authorize a wider war, but two U.S. Presidents 
read it differently. 

Only two Members of Congress opposed 
the Gulf of Tonkin resolution. One of them 
was Wayne Morse of Oregon. In opposing the 
Solarz-Michel resolution later today, I am 
proud to echo his words on the floor of the 
Senate in 1964: 

I believe history will record that we have 
made a great mistake by subverting and cir
cumventing the Constitution of the United 
States, by means of this resolution. As I ar
gued earlier today, we are in effect giving 
the President war making powers in the ab
sence of a declaration of war. I believe that 
to be a historic mistake. 

History vindicated the Senator from Oregon. 
The War Powers Resolution, passed in 

1973 over President Nixon's veto, was a re
sponse not only to the excesses of the Execu
tive during the Vietnam war, but also to the 
near-total abdication of responsibility during 
that period by Congress. The resolution was 
intended to: 

Insure that the collective judgment of both 
the Congress and the President will apply to 
the introduction of United States Armed 
Forces into hostilities, or into situations 
where imminent involvement in hostilities is 
clearly indicated by the circumstances, and 
to the continued use of such forces in 
hostitlities or in such situations. 

The resolution requires the President to re
port to Congress under section 4{a)(1) when
ever he introduces U.S. Armed Forces into 
hostile situations. Congress must act within 60 
days to authorize their continued presence, or 
they must be withdrawn. Unfortunately, Presi
dential compliance with the reporting and con
sulting requirements of the resolution has 
been nearly nonexistent. 

The CONGRESSIONAL RECORD is equally dis
mal. In 1987, when President Reagan used 
the U.S. Navy to escort reflagged Kuwaiti 
tankers, both the House and Senate repeat
edly ducked the war powers issue. Despite a 
major military buildup in the gulf-despite the 
fact that 37 U.S. seamen aboard the U.S.S. 
Stark were killed by an Iraqi missile, the fact 
that a number of vessels were damaged by 
mines, and the exchange of hostile fire be
tween United States and Iranian forces, the 
President did not submit a report pursuant to 
section 4(a)(1) of the War Powers Resolution 
and Congress did not demand one. 

It was left to a number of my colleagues 
and I to seek relief in the Federal courts. The 
courts judged the matter to be a nonjusticiable 
political question. Today we have arrived at 
the final and complete unraveling of the War 
Powers Resolution. The President has once 
again failed to properly comply with the law, 
and Congress has offered him its congratula
tions. 

The near war with Iraq in which we find our
selves is a classic case of bad policy choices 
coming home to haunt us. Iraq has a long his
tory of aggression in the region, and an abys- · 
mal human rights record, and has violated 
international conventions against the use of 
chemical weapons, going so far as to use 
them against its own population. Despite that, 
the Reagan and Bush administrations have in
creasingly tilted United States policy toward 
Iraq. Their bad judgment was compounded, of 
course, by both administrations' failure to de
velop a national energy policy and their sys
tematic cuts in Federal support for conserva
tion and renewable energy development. 

Today, a large American force sits uneasily 
in the Arabian desert. They don't have a clear 
idea why they are there, the American people 
don't have a clear idea why they are there, 
and Congress doesn't have a clear idea why 
they are there. 

Mr. Speaker, if we should have learned any
thing from the military misadventures of the 
last 40 years, it is that U.S. military might 
should not be committed to battle without a 
clear statement of U.S. objectives and the 
broad support of the American people. 

Will our citizens support an indefinite United 
States presence in the Arabian Peninsula? 
Will they support a war to put back in power 
the autocratic billionaire oil sheiks of Kuwait? 
Will they support the President if he decides to 
invade Kuwait and Iraq? Will they support the 
decades-long occupation of Iraq that would 
follow? These are the kinds of questions that 
we must answer with debate in Congress on 
granting the President authority for war with 
Iraq. The Constitution is clear. Congress must 
speak. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope my colleagues in 
this Chamber will allow me to digress 
at least partially from this debate for 
one moment. I feel it is the ultimate in 
hyprocrisy for Soviet President Gorba
chev to be counseling President Bush 
on the issue of peace while Soviet para
troopers and tank forces brutalize 
Lithuania and the Baltic Republics. 

I only hope that America can save 
part of its outrage over the aggression 
of Saddam Hussein and reserve it for 
the most recent winner of the Nobel 
Peace Prize. 

One of the saddest responsibilities of 
a Member of Congress is to stand at the 
funeral of a fallen soldier. Many of us 
have done it. After the crack of the ri
fles, the Honor Guard has folded Old 
Glory into the neat tricorner and hand
ed it to the survivor, it is often our re
sponsibility to walk up and strain to 
find some words to say. 

I have listened closely to the debate 
over the last 2 days. I do not know that 
I could go up to a young woman I know 
in my home town, a black American, 
whose only son is on the front line and 
say, "I'm very sorry, but we just 
couldn't wait." 

I do not know that I can go up to the 
father or to the mother of someone 
who has died in Operation Desert 
Shield and say, "I regret very much 
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the sorrow to your family, but we had 
to get it over with." 

I certainly do not know that I could 
go up and tell someone who has lost a 
husband that it was more important 
for this Congress to show unity than 
patience. 

These statements which we have 
heard repeatedly over the last 2 days 
may have the ring of truth and sincer
ity to some, but to this Congressman 
they are a hollow substitute for the 
principles and values which many 
Americans treasure as worthy of 
human sacrifice. 

War and killing must be the last re
sort, and before we lose another Amer
ican life in Operation Desert Shield, we 
must exhaust every reasonable possi
bility for peace, and that is why I am 
supporting Hamil ton-Gephardt. 

Now, most of us come to this debate 
weary of all the statements made on 
the floor and praying that our collec
tive decision is wise, whatever it is; but 
regardless of the outcome of these his
toric roles, everyone in this Chamber 
must concede this Congress has re
sponded to a national crisis with an ex
haustive debate which has engaged the 
opinions and interests of the American 
people. The men who wrote our Con
stitution over 200 years ago understood 
that. They understood the gravity of 
this decision and they knew how im
portant it was that the American peo
ple we represent have a voice in this 
debate over the fate of the lives of 
their children. 

A week ago this very debate was in 
question. The President argued that he 
would follow the Constitution, but he 
would give us no assurance that a vote 
would be taken before war began. 

My colleague, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. DELLUMS] initiated a 
lawsuit to try to guarantee that con
stitutional voice, and today the Con
stitution has prevailed. The American 
people have prevailed, and a topic 
which has been debated far and wide in 
barbershops, sale barns, family rooms, 
and board rooms, has finally been de
bated on the floor of the people's 
House. 

Even the Solarz-Michel resolution 
makes it clear that we are authorizing 
the President. We are giving him au
thority. We are not conceding the 
President had this authority without 
us. 

Now, some argue they can conceive 
of a set of facts where some President 
in the future faced with extraordinary 
circumstances might not be able to 
seek congressional authorization. I will 
concede that point. History proves that 
point. It is not unusual or even uncon
stitutional for a President to use his 
power as Commander in Chief and ask 
for congressional approval after the 
fact, and certainly not all uses of force 
constitute war; but I would hope that 
this Congress will not squander its con
stitutional birthright over some am-

biguous possibility or partisan loyalty 
to any President, Democrat or Repub
lican. 

It is far more important that we as
sert clearly and directly that article I, 
section 8, clause 11, is alive and well. 
To do otherwise is to effectively amend 
this important power out of our Con
stitution. 

It has been my honor to cosponsor 
this resolution with the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. BENNETT]. I certainly 
hope that every Member in this Cham
ber, regardless of their feelings on the 
Persian Gulf, will take their oath of of
fice seriously and vote yes on the Ben
nett-Durbin resolution. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. CAMP
BELL]. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in opposition to the 
Bennett-Durbin resolution. 

The Bennett-Durbin resolution before us 
correctly states that only the Congress can de
clare war. This is a view I have long applied 
to the Persian Gulf crisis. However, the resolu
tion goes further and states: 

Any offensive action taken against Iraq 
must be explicitly approved by the Congress 
of the United States before such action may 
be initiated. 

That is not the same thing as saying that 
Congress alone can declare war. Let me offer 
at least one concrete and realistic example. 

After the Achille Lauro hijacking and murder 
of the American, Leon Klinghoffer, the United 
States intercepted an Egyptian plane carrying 
the hijackers and their leader, Abu Abbas, to 
freedom. We forced the plane down in Italy, 
where the hijackers were arrested and con
victed. The forcing down of that plane was of
fensive action against the country under 
whose flag that plane flew-Egypt. Indeed, the 
United States fought the War of 1812 on just 
that issue, the principle of free navigation on 
the high seas. Yet President Reagan did not 
seek, nor was there time to seek, congres
sional approval in advance. 

Abu Abbas was let go by the Italian authori
ties and is now reported to be living in Bagh
dad. Furthermore, Saddam Hussein has ex
plicitly threatened terrorism within his arsenal 
in the present crisis. Suppose we learned in 
the next week that an Iraqi plane or ship was 
carrying Abu Abbas out of Iraq. If the Presi
dent forced that plane or ship to stop, to take 
Abu Abbas prisoner for the murder of Leon 
Klinghoffer, it would be an offensive action 
against Iraq. There would not be time to seek 
explicit approval in advance from Congress for 
such an action. This is a realistic example, in 
the precise context of the present crisis. 

The problem with the Bennett-Durbin resolu
tion, evidently, is that it is drafted too broadly. 
It is simply impossible for the President to 
submit "any offensive action" to the prior con
sideration and approval of Congress. And the 
resolution says "explicitly;" its drafters intend it 
to sweep broadly. 

Had the resolution said that the Congress 
alone can declare war under our Constitution, 
I would have supported it. But the drafters, ei
ther intentionally or through imprecision born 

of the shortness of time, have drafted a reso
lution that incorrectly states this important prin
ciple of constitutional law. The President does 
have authority in certain occasions to use of
fensive action, and to say he doesn't goes 
against the Constitution as much as to say 
Congress is not the body empowered to de
clare war. 

Let me also take this occasion to place be
fore the public my reasons for voting in favor 
of the Solarz-Michel joint resolution, and 
against the Gephardt-Hamilton concurrent res
olution. Nothing has consumed more of my 
time and energy since becoming a Congress
man than this. It is a terrible thing to go to 
war. Nevertheless, war, or the use of force, 
has been justified from time to time in our his
tory. 

The use of force directed at Iraq's chemical, 
biological, and incipient nuclear weapons fa
cilities is justified. The world would be a safer 
place if Saddam Hussein no longer possessed 
chemical and biological weapons, or the po
tential for nuclear weapons. I believe an air or 
missile attack on those facilities could be suc
cessful with little loss of life. And I do not be
lieve this would necessarily cause Saddam 
Hussein to respond by invading Saudi Arabia. 

Saddam Hussein is the only national leader 
on the world stage who has used chemical 
weapons-against both the Iranians and the 
Kurds. It is likely that he will threaten to use 
them again, possibly against the Turks, the 
Syrians, the Saudis, or the Israelis. To these 
may be added his biological weapons. Both of 
these kinds of weapons were created by Iraq 
in clear violation of international law. 

It is true that the United States also has 
chemical weapons, though we have never 
used them and Saddam Hussein has. Further
more, we are actively engaged in negotiations 
with the Soviets aimed toward mutual elimi
nation of these weapons. And, in my own 
case, I have always voted against funding 
their creation or stockpiling. 

Experts disagree on how soon Iraq will have 
a nuclear device, but the estimates range from 
less than 1 year to 5 years. Complex delivery 
systems may take longer, though we know 
Iraq does possess the SCUD surface-to-sur
face long-range missile. Without overempha
sizing the point, I think we can conclude that 
Iraq's nuclear potential is also worthy of con
cern. Yes, several other countries possess nu
clear arms; but what is unique about Saddam 
Hussein is his proven willingness to use 
chemical weapons, which could indicate a will
ingness to use at least a tactical nuclear 
weapon as well. At the very least, he could 
make a threat to do so that his neighbors 
would consider very credible. 

The present crisis, therefore, as I see it, af
fords the opportunity to rid the world of hor
rible weapons held by a man who has used 
them before. Whereas eliminating these weap
ons was not the focus of the U.N. resolution, 
their destruction would be quite consistent with 
the resolution, which authorizes the use of 
force necessary to drive Iraq from Kuwait. For 
one point, destroying these weapons facilities 
might convince Saddam Hussein that he is in 
a position of military inferiority, so that he 
might voluntarily then withdraw from Kuwait, 
or, perhaps, be toppled from power in his own 
country. Also, destroying them is a logical 
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prelude to any ,war that might come-as a way 
of protecting our own troops from being at
tacked with them. 

Additionally, I think it would be defensible to 
use force to seal off Kuwait-to intercept any 
attempt to resupply the Iraqi troops there. If 
we were successful in enforcing a complete 
blockade by land, sea, and air, the Iraqi troops 
in Kuwait could then be invited to lay down 
their arms and enter Saudi Arabia. I am hope
ful they would do so-again, ending this crisis 
with relatively little loss of life. I do recognize 
that lives will be lost by shooting down Iraqi 
supply planes or bombing overland resupply 
convoys or ships. But this would still be far 
short of an all out war. 

I am not in possession of all the information 
of which the President is aware, but I think it 
would be wiser for American troops not to be 
committed to a land invasion of Iraq or Kuwait. 
The potential for large-scale loss of life in such 
a contingency is high. After destroying the 
chemical and biological weapons, and inter
dicting the resupply of Kuwait, I would think 
the withdrawal from Kuwait or the defection of 
Iraqi troops from Kuwait would soon follow. 
But if it didn't, I would favor the replacement 
of United States troops in the Saudi desert. 
Waiting out the long term in a purely defensive 
posture can, I believe, be the mission of the 
troops from Saudi Arabia, Egypt, and Syria. 
An Arab nation force could defend Saudi Ara
bia from any threatened further invasion by 
Saddam Hussein, especially after he had been 
deprived of his weapons of mass destruction. 
U.S. forces could be limited to the air and sea 
power necessary to maintain air superiority in 
the event of a such an attack. 

Nevertheless, the threat of such an invasion 
should be maintained; and this the President 
is doing in hopes that Saddam Hussein will 
withdraw completely. 

Some critics have argued that our decisions 
have been driven by oil. While there is no 
doubt that oil is important to the present world 
economy, our access to oil was not a factor in 
my vote. I have long believed that our country 
needs to move away from fossil fuels, pri
marily for environmental reasons, but also for 
reasons of national security. The real issues 
for me are chemical weapons, daily human 
rights abuses by the Iraqis in Kuwait, and a 
chance to guarantee the long-term peace in 
the world through a newly invigorated United 
Nations. 

One last point-the cost of this entire oper
ation must be borne to a far greater degree by 
the Saudis, and by our other allies. The 
Saudis have benefited from the higher world 
price of oil-estimates are $2 to $3 billion a 
month of increased revenues. That entire sum 
should go to the multilateral force arrayed 
against Iraq. Americans are taking the risk of 
loss of life; that is the greatest contribution 
imaginable. 

Our votes today are on authorizing the use 
of force or waiting for the economic sanctions 
to have more effect. 

The latter course condemns the Kuwaiti 
people to human rights abuses throughout the 
time we continue to wait. The Amnesty Inter
national report on what the Iraqi soldiers have 
done to individual Kuwaitis makes horrifying 
reading-rape, gouging out of eyes, castra-

tion, beating individuals while suspended, 
summary execution. 

The latter course allows Saddam Hussein 
more time to build more weapons, including 
chemical and biological weapons capable of 
killing thousands. It allows his troops to dig in 
deeper, his air defenses to be made more 
comprehensive. When the time comes to go to 
war, our troops will thus be under greater 
threat. I cannot do that. 

Only the former course authorizes the de
struction of horrible weapons created in con
travention of international law, used in con
travention of international law and all human 
decency. Only the former holds out the hope 
of replacing Saddam Hussein, the only leader 
on the world stage today to have used chemi
cal weapons. 

It is a sorry thing to conclude that the use 
of force is ever necessary to settle disputes in 
the affairs of nations. But we must use force 
from time to time, until the world is rid of those 
who invade their peaceful neighbors, to rape, 
torture, steal, and murder. 

It is far more comfortable to seek peace at 
any price. Some would never. use force; many 
of them are saints, too many of them are mar
tyrs. But we Members of Congress cannot af
ford to take that posture. We are sworn to pro
tect those whom we represent. We have, by 
taking public office, taken on the heavy re
sponsibility of authorizing the use of force 
when it must be so. This is a time when it 
must be so. 

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Speaker, there are 
three votes to cast today that are of great sig
nificance. I choose to comment on them in 
their order of appearance on the calendar. 

First, the Bennett-Durbin resolution calling 
for no offensive action . against Iraq without 
congressional approval. 

History shows that the Presidents of the 
United States have initiated military action on 
about 260 different occasions, while Congress 
has declared war five times. 

As the clock ticks toward the January 15 
U.N. deadline, this legislative option reopens a 
centuries old debate over who has what au
thority under the Constitution. This resolution 
simply ties the President's hands on any of
fensive action against Iraq unless Congress 
specifically approves, a process that could 
take months. 

I would love to be part of an in-depth debate 
on this constitutional issue, but not under to
day's circumstances. As history reflects, the 
Commander in Chief has the authority to react 
instantly, and Congress has chosen to legally 
participate less than 2 percent of the time, in 
every case in support of the President. 

This resolution, though nonbinding, would 
totally deny the Executive's emergency author
ity that currently does not necessarily lead to 
the start of war. That authority has been used, 
for instance, to force down the plane carrying 
the fleeing murderers of the Achillie Lauro hi
jacking, and there are numerous other exam
ples of a justified use of force. 

In the name of separation of powers, this 
resolution is unduly restrictive and is unneces
sary in light �o�~� the resolution offered in support 
of the United Nations. 

Second, the Hamilton-Gephardt resolution 
calling for the extension of economic sanc
tions. 

The sanctions have been somewhat effec
tive but there has been universal agreement in 
congressional hearings that sanctions alone 
will not achieve Iraq's departure from Kuwait. 

My conclusion is that Saddam Hussein wins 
if we merely attempt to extend economic sanc
tions. Under this legislative option, he has 
faced up to the United Nations and the United 
States, and we back away while he slaughters 
the people of Kuwait. His stature is enhanced, 
and we unravel the fabric of international co
operation that is the best hope for long-term 
world peace. 

I believe that some Members will vote for 
both the U.N. Presidential authority resolution 
and extended sanctions.This has some appeal 
to me because I argued weeks ago that sanc
tions could paly a greater role in weakening 
Iraq. Since then the United Nations has ap
proved Resolution No. 678 with the January 
15 deadline, and President Bush has in
creased our troop strength dramatically. Under 
today's circumstances, I believe that support
ing both resolutions is contradictory. 

Third, the Solarz-Michel resolution authoriz
ing, upon certification by the President that all 
diplomatic and peaceful means have been ex
hausted, the use of armed forces under the 
provisions of U.N. Resolution 678. 

This is not a declaration of war. It is author
ization for the use of force if all else fails. It 
is a big stick. 

I am increasingly convinced that positive ac
tion by Congress, backing up the United Na
tions and our President, will be the next logical 
step toward a peaceful solution and the most 
effective message that we can deliver to Sad
dam Hussein. He will probably be encouraged 
by the debate, as our system of government 
allows the full presentation of dissenting 
views. But a strong vote in support of this joint 
resolution is the enforceable bottom line that 
also characterizes our system. 

The President does not need this authority 
to proceed under the U.N. resolution and its 
January 15 deadline. My visits to the White 
House during the past few days underscore 
the President's support for Perez de Cuellar's 
last-minute efforts at diplomacy, and his con
tempt for Iraq's continuing efforts to break up 
the international strength that has amassed 
against his brutality. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, well, I 
guess I don't really know what the point of this 
resolution is. 

Article I, section 8 of the Constitution vests 
Congress with the power to declare war. The 
executive and legislative branches have dis
agreed ever since on how this power relates 
to the President's role as head of state and 
Commander in Chief of the Armed Forces. 

I'm sure all the Members of this House 
agree that the President should consult Con
gress on planned military action, and seek 
congressional authorization whenever pos
sible. This is because our political system 
works best when there is agreement between 
the branches of Government on this important 
question. 

Perhaps there is no great harm in adopting 
this resolution, provided it is seen in connec
tion with the other actions that will be taken by 
this House and the Congress. I hope and ex
pect that Congress will adopt a resolution sup
porting action under U.N. Security Council 
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Resolution No. 678 which authorizes the use 
of all necessary means, including military 
force, to respond to Iraq's aggression against 
Kuwait. 

This resolution simply restates the constitu
tional provisions on the power to declare war. 
It does not and cannot add to the powers of 
the President and Congress on the use of 
U.S. military forces overseas. 

Also, this resolution speaks only of offensive 
action against Iraq. I don't know what this is 
supposed to mean, but many experts believe 
that-under both international and domestic 
law-military actions taken as part of U.N. Se
curity Council enforcement actions are defen
sive in nature. They believe that a state of war 
has existed in the Persian Gulf since Saddam 
Hussein invaded Kuwait on August 2. So, 
once again, this resolution would not impose 
any new limitation on the President's authority. 

But the bottom line is this-that the House 
is now preparing to adopt not only this resolu
tion but a resolution to support the actions that 
the President will take, in accordance with the 
Security Council resolution, to turn back Iraq's 
aggression against Kuwait. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in strong support of the Durbin-Bennett 
resolution. 

As chairman of the Judiciary Committee's 
Subcommittee on Civil and Constitutional 
Rights, I have been deeply concerned by the 
Presidenf s continued denial of the Congress' 
constitutional prerogative with regard to the 
declaration of war. 

With the Bennett-Durbin resolution, Con
gress does no more than reassert our con
stitutional prerogative-the sole power to de
clare war-which article I, section 8 of the 
U.S. Constitution gives to Congress alone. 

In a better world, such a restatement of the 
Constitution would be unnecessary. But, 
today, we find ourselves in a climate where an 
American President has cast among the 
American people shadows of doubt on Con
gress' role in making war. This resolution re
moves those shadows, and reassures the 
American people that war will never be de
clared in this country by one person, acting 
alone. 

The President is, of course, the Commander 
in Chief once war is begun, but he has abso
futely no constitutional authority to start a war 
on his own. There can be no graver decision 
than a decision taking our country to war. It is 
Congress' constitutional prerogatWe and sol
emn responsibility to make this grave deter
mination. 

The resolution before us makes this point 
crystal clear. I strongly urge its passage. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
OBEY). Pursuant to the rule, the pre
vious question is ordered on the con
current resolution. 

The question is on the concurrent 
resolution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, on tha.t 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-yeas 302-;- nays 
131, not voting 2, as fallows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Asp in 
Atkins 
Au Coin 
Bacchus 
Barnard 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Boehlert 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clement 
Coble 
Coleman (MO) 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Condit 
Conte 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Darden 
de la Garza 
De Fazio 
DeLauro 
Dell urns 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Engel 
'English 

t Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Fascell 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford (Ml) 
Pard (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gaydos 

[Roll No. 7) 
YEAs-302 

Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Gray 
Green 
Guarini 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Hammerschmidt 
Harris 
Hayes (IL) 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefner 
Henry 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Leach 
Lehman (CA) 
Lehman (FL) 
Levin (Ml) 
Levine (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey (NY) 
Luken 
Machtley 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McCurdy 
·M-cDade 
McDermott 
McGrath 
McH.ugh 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Miller(CA) 
Mi1ler(WA) 
Mineta. • 
Mink 
Moakley 
MoUohMl 
Moody 
Moran 
Morella 
Mrazek 

MurphY 
Murtha 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal(MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens (NY) 
Owens (UT) 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Parker 
Patterson 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Porter 
Po shard 
Price 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Reed 
Regula 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shays 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter (NY) 
Smith (FL) 
Sn ewe 
Solarz 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokea 
Studds 
Swett 
SwU't 
Syna.r 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Tauain 
Taylor(MS) 
Thomas (GA) 
Thom ton 
Torres 
Torricetti 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 

Unsoeld 
Upton 
Valentine 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Walsh 
Washington 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehner 
Broomfield 
Bunning 
Burton 
Callahan 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 
Chandler 
Clinger 
Combest 
Coughlin 
Cox (CA) 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Dannemeyer 
Davis 
De Lay 
Dickinson 
Doolittle 
Dornan (CA) 
Dreier 
Edwards (OK) 
Fields 
Fish 
Franks (CT) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goss 
Gradison 

Waters 
Waxman 
Weiss 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 

NAYS-131 
Grandy 
Gunderson 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hatcher 
Heney 
Herger 
Holloway 
Hopkins 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Ireland 
James 
Kasi ch 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Lent 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Livingston 
Lowery (CA) 
Madigan 
Marlenee 
Martin 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McEwen 
McMillan(NC) 
Michel 
Miller (OH) 
Molinari 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Morrison 
Myers 
Nichols 
Nussle 

NOT VOTING-2 
Dymally Udall 
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Wise 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young (FL) 
Zimmer 

Oxley 
Packard 
Paxon 
Pickle 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Ravenel 
Ray 
Rhodes 
Riggs 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Scb.ulze 
Shaw 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Slaughter (VA) 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Taylor(NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Vander Jagt 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Weber 
Wolf 
Wylie 
Young (AK) 
Zeliff 

Mr. BUSTAMANTE changed his vote 
from "nay" to "yea." 

So the concurrent resolution was 
agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 
REGARDING UNITED STATES POLICY TO REVERSE 

IRAQ'S OCCUPATION OF KUWAIT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to section 3 of House Resolution 27, 
it is now in order to consider the con
current resolution printed in section 2 
of House Report 102-1 by, and if offered 
by, the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
HAMILTON] or the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. GEPHARDT], or their des
ignee. 

For what purpose dees the gentleman 
from Missouri rise? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Spea-k,er, P\ll'liU

ant to the rule, I offer House Concur
rent Resolution No. 33. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will rePort 
the concurrent re.3olution. 

The Clerk read the concurrent reso
lution, as follows: 
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H. CON. RES. 33 

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 
Senate concurring) , That (a) the Congress is 
firmly committed to reversing Iraq's brutal 
and illegal occupation of Kuwait. 

(b) The Congress authorizes continued use 
of American military force to enforce the 
United Nations economic embargo against 
Iraq; to defend Saudi Arabia from direct 
Iraqi attack; and to protect American forces 
in the region. 

(c) The Congress believes that continued 
application of international sanctions and 
diplomatic efforts to pressure Iraq to leave 
Kuwait is the wisest course at this time and 
should be sustained. 

(d) The Congress pledges its ·full and con
tinued support for sustaining the policy of 
increasing economic and diplomatic pressure 
against Iraq; for maintaining our military 
options; and for efforts to increase the mili
tary and financial contributions made by al
lied nations. 

(e) The Constitution requires the President 
to obtain authorization from the Congress 
before initiating new offensive military ac
tion or waging war against Iraq or Iraqi 
forces. The Congress does not rule out the 
enactment by the Congress at a later time of 
a declaration of war or other Congressional 
authorization for the use of force should that 
become necessary to achieve the goal of forc
ing Iraqi troops from Kuwait. The Congress 
will consider any request from the President 
for such an authorization expeditiously in 
accordance with the priority procedures set 
forth in section 2. 
SEC. 2. PRIORITY PROCEDURES. 

(a) The House leadership commits to ensur
ing swift consideration of a Presidential re
quest to authorize the use of force against 
Iraq. On the first legislative day on which 
the President submits such a request, the 
majority leader of the House of Representa
tives shall introduce (by request) a joint res
olution to carry out that request. Notwith
standing clause 4(b) of rule XI of the Rules of 
the House of Representatives, for the pur
pose of expediting the consideration and pas
sage of any joint resolution introduced pur
suant to this subsection, it shall be in order 
for the Committee on Rules of the House of 
Representatives to present for consideration 
a resolution of the House of Representatives 
providing procedures for the prompt consid
eration of that joint resolution under this 
subsection. 

(b) Subsection (a) is adopted by the Con
gress with full recognition of the constitu
tional right of either House to determine the 
rules of its proceedings (so far as relating to 
such House). 

0 1120 
Mr. GEPHARDT (during the reading). 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the concurrent resolution be con
sidered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis
souri? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 

gentleman from Missouri [Mr. GEP
HARDT] will be recognized for 30 min
utes, and a Member opposed will be rec
ognized for 30 minutes. 

For what purpose does the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. EDWARDS] rise? 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in opposition to the 

Gephardt-Hamilton resolution, and I 
ask unanimous consent that the debate 
in opposition be controlled, 20 minutes 
by the gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. TORRICELLI] and 10 minutes by 
myself. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes 

the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. GEP
HARDT], the majority leader. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Indi
ana [Mr. HAMILTON]. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding this 
time to me, and I rise in support of the 
Gephardt-Hamilton resolution. 

Congress and the President agree 
that Iraq must leave Kuwait. We differ 
today on means, not ends. 

Supporters of Gephardt-Hamilton are 
as serious about reversing aggression 
as supporters of the President's resolu
tion. Iraq will be forced out of Kuwait. 

Our strategy is not sanctions alone. 
It includes tough sanctions, diplomatic 
isolation and the threat of force. 

This strategy is working. It contin
ues to ratchet up the pressure on Iraq. 
You simply cannot yet say this strat
egy has failed. We should not shift to a 
war strategy. 

There are two issues before members. 
First, who decides when we use force? 
We have a constitutional responsibil-

ity to vote at the time when and if the 
President concludes force is necessary. 
That decision must be made jointly. 

The President's resolution means 
Congress gives up the right to decide. 
It means we give the President unlim
ited discretion to start a war in cir
cumstances that cannot be foreseen. He 
should not make that decision alone. 

Second, should we stay the course? 
I believe there are three arguments 

for staying the course. 
First, the three-pronged U.S. strat

egy of tough sanctions, diplomatic iso
lation and the threat of force is work
ing. 

It has produced results. Iraq has been 
isolated; hostages have been released; 
Saudi Arabia is safe; and oil continues 
to flow. 

Economic sanctions have begun to 
bite. They are seriously damaging the 
Iraqi economy. They will inflict fur
ther pain in all sectors. There is a rea
sonable expectation that this strategy 
will succeed. 

Second, our current strategy is bet
ter than the alternative of war. There 
are no guarantees war will be quick or 
easy. 

War will have risks for the United 
States and unintended consequences. 
War will: Split the coalition; estrange 
us from our closest allies; make us the 
object of Arab hostility; endanger 
friendly governments in the region; 
and not be easy to end, once started. 

War will be largely a U.S. operation. 
We have three-quarters of the fighting 
forces. The coalition will be divided by 
war. Some partners: Will fight only in 
Kuwait, not in Iraq; some will rethink 
participation if Israel enters; some will 
not use ground forces; and still others 
have not sent ground forces. Coalition 
support for war is questionable. War 
promises no neat solution. 

What does it mean to win a war, and 
what comes next? The region is vola
tile and prone to violent change; alli-

. ance shift. A few years ago, we helped 
Saddam Hussein against the ayatollah; 
some think Saddam's demise will solve 
all our problems; it will not. Who will 
rule in Baghdad? Who will police the 
region? What will be our role? Bringing 
stability to the Middle East after a war 
will be protracted and difficult. 

Third, diplomatic options have not 
been exhausted. 

Saddam Hussein is isolated. You do 
not get a message to him if you do not 
convey it directly. Six hours of talks 
after nearly six months of stalemate 
with a Foreign Minister who is not a 
key adviser do not exhaust diplomacy; 
several other diplomatic initiatives are 
underway; and to declare war ends di
plomacy. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr. Speaker, some of the President's 
supporters call his resolution the last, 
best chance for peace. Two chief spon
sors of the President's resolution call 
it the equivalent of a declaration of 
war. You cannot have it both ways. 

The Gephardt-Hamilton resolution: 
Preserves the role of the Congress; 
guarantees our participation in any de
cision; and does not delegate that deci
sion to the President. 

Mr. Speaker, we must stay the 
course: Current policy is working; we 
are putting the screws on Iraq; the 
sanctions are biting; diplomatic op
tions are opening; and events are mov
ing in our direction. You simply cannot 
make the judgment today that current 
U.S. strategy has failed. This strategy 
stands a reasonable chance of success. 

There are better alternatives to war: 
War will bring devastation, death, hor
ror and havoc far beyond Iraq; we must 
exhaust all options before we resort to 
the use of force; and we must stay the 
course. 

I urge adoption of the Gephardt-Ham
il ton resolution. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
EDWARDS]. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. LEWIS]. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak
er, the last two days have reflected the 
best of American tradition at a mo
ment of crisis. We have listened to 
Members' opinions reflecting every 
conceivable point of view regarding the 
challenge we face in the Middle East. 
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This morning we have reached the mo
ment of truth. 

I urge my colleagues to be very re
strained in their rhetoric during the 
debate today. It is one thing to make 
speeches for domestic consumption. It 
is quite another to realize that what 
we say here, right now, is being care
fully measured by Saddam Hussein. 
America will not be hurt by what her 
politicians do not say today. 

The President wants peace. He op
poses the kind of violence that led to 
the absorption of Kuwait by Iraq. He 
needs the united strength of all of 
America as he extends his hand for a 
peaceful solution. Let us make certain 
that what we say and do here does not 
weaken his hand. 

Every voice that does not support the 
world's opposition to Iraq's aggression 
weakens the President's voice. Every 
voice that does not support the logic of 
the United Nations muffles the world's 
cry for peace. My colleagues, to each of 
you personally I must say this, do not 
let your voice weaken the slim chance 
for peace. 

Saddam Hussein has aggressive in
tent beyond Kuwait. If President Bush 
had not acted swiftly in August, Iraq 
would have moved on Saudi Arabia and 
we would already be at war. Since that 
time, a vast coalition of nations seek
ing a new world order has come to
gether to condemn Iraq's occupation of 
Kuwait and demand its withdrawal. 

The United States and the United 
Nations have exercised every possible 
avenue to bring about a diplomatic so
lution. In the meantime, Hussein con
tinues to build his military capability. 
He is moving quickly to develop weap
ons of mass destruction, including mis
siles to accurately deliver poison gas. 
He is working frantically toward nu
clear capability. 

The time has come for us to squarely 
face that line in the sand. Yes, my col
leagues, the time has come for us to set 
aside partisanship. The time has come 
for a united American voice to 
strengthen the President's effort for 
peace. 

I am not unlike many of my con
stituents who have family serving in 
the gulf. My nephew Erich, who com
mands a Black Hawk helicopter crew, 
is among the thousands of young men 
and women on the front lines in the 
Saudi desert. Thoughts of him weigh 
heavily on my mind. Like most people, 
I do not want to see America go to war. 
But like Erich, I will continue to sup
port my President. 

Mr. Speaker, I support the civilized 
world's opposition to Iraq's invasion of 
Kuwait. We must join the world of na
tions to see that Saddam Hussein's ag
gression does not prevail. I urge the 
Congress to give overwhelming support 
to the U.N. resolutions and the world 
effort toward a sensible and peaceful 
resolution. 
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Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. MURTHA]. 

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Speaker, after the 
brutal Iraqi invasion of Kuwait, Presi
dent Bush reacted quickly. He sent in 
the 82d Airborne, he sent in the Marine 
Expeditionary Force, he deployed car
riers, he sent in F-15 fighters, and he 
consulted with Congress. 

I personally, in my job as chairman 
of the Defense Appropriations Sub
committee, met with him 11 times on 
this crisis. I have talked with him on 
the phone, and we gave him advice. He 
did not talk to us; we talked to him. 

We said to him get the allies in
volved; seek burden sharing; don't re
peat Vietnam. We said, everything 
must be done under the auspices of the 
United Nations. 

President Bush, with his background 
in diplomacy, as former Ambassador to 
the United Nations, did a brilliant job. 
I do not know if there is anybody else 
in history better prepared for this type 
of a crisis. He talked to his allies, and 
he sent Secretary of State Baker to en
courage burden sharing. He took that 
advice, and he has done everything in 
that regard. 

The United Nations then passed 12 
resolutions, condemning Iraq, and al
lowing member states to use force if 
necessary to get Iraq out of Kuwait. 

He has continued diplomatic efforts 
for a peaceful solution. As a matter of 
fact, a number of us were in a meeting 
with the President. He was interrupted. 
Secretary Baker had called from Gene
va. He went out, and came back 10 min
utes later and said, "We have been 
stiffed. This guy made no compromise, 
indicated no flexibility. He is not will
ing at all to agree to a diplomatic solu
tion. All the flurry of activity and all 
the diplomacy we have been involved 
in has produced nothing." 

I visited the 82d Airborne 1 month 
after the deployment. Let me tell you 
something: there is no harsher environ
ment. I have been in the jungles of 
Vietnam, I have been in the jungles of 
Central America. There is no harsher 
environment than the deserts of the 
Middle East. 

If you sit here in an air-conditioned 
office and you say, "Let our soldiers sit 
out there in the sand," you do not 
know what it is like. You put your 
hand on metal and you get a third-de
gree burn. It is so hot they have to 
train at nighttime and sleep in the 
daytime. 

Many of them are getting just one 
hot meal a day and infrequent showers. 
It is easy for the Congress to sit back 
here and say, "We are going to allow 
these troops to sit out there in the 
sand for an unlimited period of time." 
We cannot do that, and they cannot 
sustain that physically. 

I went down to Norfolk and Camp 
Lejeune to visit the families of the peo-

ple who have been deployed for the 
longest period of time. I listened to a 
lot of problems that they have. 

I said to them, "What is the thing 
you want most? What is the problem I 
can resolve?" 

They said, "We want our men home. 
We want our families together." 

"What is the second most important 
problem?" 

"We want them home soon." 
I was out in the hallway the other 

day, and I hope this is not something 
we can say about a lot of Members, but 
I heard one Member say to another, 
"You know, this is just a concurrent 
resolution. It is only a sense of Con
gress resolution. It has no force of law. 
You can vote for this resolution. If it 
does not work out, you can always say, 
'I didn't tie the hands of the Presi
dent.'" 

Let me tell you something: this is a 
concurrent resolution that has no force 
of law, but it sends an outrageous sig
nal to Saddam Hussein if we were to 
pass it. It shows that this country is 
not united, and we have to be united if 
we are going to have a peaceful solu
tion. 

Let me read a quote to you: 
America's strength is not great unless it is 

a united strength. Our power is not deter
mining unless it is mobilized. America's will 
is not decisive unless it is one irresistible 
will. 

That was made July 28, 1941, by the 
late great chairman Claude Pepper, 
trying to rally the American people to 
the cause and be prepared for World 
War II. 

I was in the Marine Reserves during 
the Cuban crisis. I remember people 
saying when JFK was facing down 
Khrushchev, they said, "Let him put 
missiles in Cuba. We don't want a holo
caust. We don't want to destroy the 
world. Let him put missiles there. We 
have missiles in Europe." 

John Kennedy stood up to Khru
shchev, and this is a better, more se
cure America, for what he did in those 
days. 

The United States has to be united 
against Saddam Hussein and united in 
support of the international commu
nity arrayed against Saddam Hussein. 
We must be united in support of our 
troops deployed in Saudi Arabia. 

The way to send the message of unity 
is simple: vote against the concurrent 
resolution, which has no force in law, 
and vote for the Michel-Solarz joint 
resolution, allowing the President to 
continue his good work. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
YATRON]. 

Mr. YATRON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support of the 
Hamilton-Gephardt resolution which embraces 
the current policy of sanctions, diplomacy, and 
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military deterrence to compel Saddam to with
draw from Kuwait. 

The policy of sanctions has the broad-based 
support of the American public. History has 
demonstrated time and time again that strong 
support at home for major action abroad has 
long been the formula for success in American 
foreign policy. It is in keeping with this demo
cratic tradition that I support the Hamilton
Gephardt resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, this debate is not about wheth
er Congress, by its actions, will either be op
posing or supporting Saddam Hussein. No 
one wants to reward Saddam for his aggres
sion in Kuwait. No one here wants to let him 
threaten the world with weapons of mass de
struction and no one wants to allow Saddam 
to control the free flow of oil from the Persian 
Gulf. 

The President's response to Hussein's pi
racy of Kuwait was supported by the Congress 
and the American people back in August. The 
issue before us now is whether the United 
States should continue to use sanctions to 
starve Saddam's army out of Kuwait over the 
long term or force his troops out militarily in 
the short term. That is the context in which 
this debate should be framed. 

Mr. Speaker, the Hamilton-Gephardt resolu
tion rightly maintains our current policy. The 
underpinning of this resolution views military 
force as a last resort. We owe it to our troops 
in the gulf to exhaust every conceivable option 
before embarking on a military offensive in the 
gulf. 

As chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Human Rights, I recall when many of us here 
called for the imposition of sanctions against 
Saddam Hussein when he used chemical 
weapons to kill thousands of innocent Kurds 
back in 1988. Last year, many of us, once 
again, sought to impose economic sanctions 
to protest Saddam's butchery of his own peo
ple. In both cases, sanctions were derailed by 
the State Department ·which contended that 
such punitive measures were counter
productive and would send the wrong mes
sage to Baghdad. 

Mr. Speaker, had we imposed those sanc
tions back then Saddam might not have gross
ly miscalculated the United States response to 
his invasion of Kuwait. Economic sanctions 
would have been the appropriate policy re
sponse then, just as maintaining our current 
policy of economic sanctions is the appro
priate response now. 

Our current policy will maintain the support 
of the American people and the world commu
nity. Force will not. Sanctions will eventually 
erode Iraq's warmaking capacity and cause 
dissension within Saddam's military. That is a 
certainty. Force now, will result in a significant 
number of American casualties. That is a cer
tainty. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, the Hamilton-Gephardt 
resolution does not rule out the use of force, 
if it becomes necessary, in the future. But of
fensive military action, at this time, denies our 
American troops the benefit of allowing the 
sanctions time to work. We owe them that, 
and I would urge my colleagues to support 
Hamilton-Gephardt and oppose the use of 
force resolution. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 

gentleman from Maryland [Mr. 
CARDIN]. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the Hamilton-Gephardt reso
lution. 

First, let me compliment the leadership on 
both sides of this debate. It is clear that this 
Congress and our Nation are united in their 
commitment and their resolve to stop the ag
gression of Iraq and restore the lawful Govern
ment of Kuwait. 

Where we differ is on the course we now 
should take to accomplish these goals. I favor 
the Hamilton-Gephardt resolution. 

The current economic and political policies 
initiated by the United States and supported 
by our allies have worked. Iraq has been iso
lated. Our hostages have been released. Iraq 
has been denied the benefits of Kuwaiti oil. 
Saudi Arabia is secure, and we have estab
lished stability in the flow of oil from the Mid
dle East. Now is the time to maintain this suc
cessful policy and accomplish our final objec
tive of getting Iraq out of Kuwait. 

By initiating offensive military action now we 
run the risk of unpredictable and unintended 
consequences. Can we keep our coalition to
gether as other nations are drawn into active 
military engagement? What will be the contin
ued U.S. obligation in the region after the ces
sation of hostilities? Are our allies willing to 
fairly share this burden? 

There are those who say we cannot just 
stand by and do nothing. I. agree. We have 
taken decisive action. We have enforced an 
economic blockade. We have sent hundreds 
of thousands of Americans to the Middle East. 
And this policy has brought world support. 

Mr. Speaker, regardless of the vote on 
these resolutions, the message of this Con
gress is clear. We stand united in our support 
and will take any and all action necessary to 
support the brave men and women of this 
country who are in the Middle East, preserving 
the freedom for which this Nation was found
ed. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
STARK]. 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of the Gephardt-Hamil
ton resolution as a responsible alter
native to the President's policy. 

Mr. Speaker, I have listened very carefully 
to the debate for 2 days now. 

I have not heard any of you say a single 
thing for which I would vote to send even one 
American to die. Not one of the many reasons 
given, such as Hussein being a modern-day 
Hitler, the need for oil, protecting the Saudis, 
the need to save Kuwait, or the safety of Is
rael have convinced me that war is justified. 
The only valid issue is whether to give Presi
dent Bush authority to order thousands, even 
tens of thousands to their death. 

Our allies have done almost �n�o�t�~�i�n�g� to help 
with this burden. The embargo is the only hu
mane alternative. 

I will not vote for the President's resolution. 
Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

21/2 minutes to the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. COSTELLO]. 

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of the Hamilton-Gephardt 

resolution. These are very difficult 
times for this country. These are very 
difficult times for every Member of the 
House of Representatives, and the 
other body. We are about to cast the 
most important vote of our careers. I 
cannot imagine a more difficult deci
sion than the one that may result in 
putting thousands of American lives on 
the line. 

As my colleagues know on both sides 
of the aisle, I have a very proud son 
who is a member of the 82d Airborne 
Division, an infantry paratrooper, who 
has been in Saudi Arabia since August. 
I spoke with him on the telephone this 
past Sunday. He is prepared both men
tally and physically to go into combat 
if called upon. If we go to war, my son 
and thousands of young Americans will 
win this war, and we will be very proud 
of them. 

This debate today is not about my 
son or any one soldier in the Middle 
East. This debate is about how we can 
best achieve our goals of getting Sad
dam Hussein out of Kuwait. It may 
take war. I have not ruled out war. The 
Gephardt resolution does not rule out 
war. It simply says that while we have 
the remaining option, economic sanc
tions, let us give economic sanctions 
time to work. 

If I believed for 1 minute that by giv
ing President Bush the authority to en
gage in combat and take this country 
to war we could achieve peace today, I 
would vote for the Solarz amendment. 
But I do not. 

There is still evidence to indicate 
that economic sanctions and inter
national diplomacy are in fact work
ing. How long will they take? I do not 
know. There is no Member of this body 
that knows if it will take 3 months, 6 
months, or a year. 

But I do know this. The experts can
not agree as to how long it will take to 
be successful, but they do agree on one 
thing: That sanctions are effective, and 
they are working. If we go to war now 
or next week, we will never know if a 
peaceful resolution might have pre
vailed. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, in the last 48 
hours I have been asked by the news 
media if President Bush had his son on 
the front line, and if each and every 
Member of this body and the other 
body had a son or daughter on the front 
line in Saudi Arabia today, would it af
fect their decision? 

I truly believe that it would. But I do 
not believe that the outcome of the 
vote today would be any different. I be
lieve that Members of this body would 
do as I have done. I have listened to the 
testimony, I have listened to the de
bate, I have gone to the Middle East, 
and now I will cast my vote to do what 
I think is right. Not for Pvt. Jerry F. 
Costello, but for this country. 

If you believe that the path of peace 
is with the Solarz resolution, then I re
spect that, and I ask you to vote for 
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Solarz. But if you believe, as I believe, 
that economic sanctions may work, 
then I ask you to support the Hamil
ton-Gephardt resolution. 

0 1140 
Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 

Speaker, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. REGULA]. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I have 
listened carefully to the debate on the 
resolutions now before this body. It is 
clear that both the Gephardt and the 
Solarz-Michel resolutions, as well as 
Durbin, recognize the need to evict 
Iraq from Kuwait and to reverse the 
brutal and illegal occupation of Ku
wait. 

The debate today is over the most ef
fective means of achieving the goal of 
gaining freedom for the beleaguered 
nation of Kuwait. 

I am convinced that sanctions alone 
will not result in the withdrawal of 
Iraq from Kuwait and will only result 
in erosion of the strength of the U.N. 
coalition. The tyrant Saddam Hussein 
will be emboldened by what he per
ceives as a lack of will on the part of 
the United States and its United Na
tions allies. Time will only make the 
problem facing the international mili
tary forces more difficult and poten
tially more costly in human life. 

As the President continues working 
for a peaceful solution he needs to be 
armed with the option of using force. 
The record of brutality of Saddam Hus
sein shows clearly that he does not re
spond to rational options. 

As President George Washington 
stated in his first annual address to the 
Congress, ''To be prepared for war is 
one of the most effectual means of pre
serving peace." 

The Solarz-Michel resolution recog
nizes that as President Bush seeks 
peace he must have the support of this 
body and that the President must be 
armed with a credible threat of force. 

The Solarz-Michel resolution man
dates that the President must certify 
to Congress that "the United States 
has used all appropriate diplomatic and 
other peaceful means to obtain compli
ance by Iraq with the United Nations 
Security Council resolutions * * *." In 
addition, the resolution approved by 
the House invokes the War Powers Res
olution. 

Passage of this resolution would 
allow the continuance of sanctions and 
diplomacy while providing the credible 
threat of force. This combination has 
the best chance of achieving a peaceful 
solution. 

This decision is not easy. Having my
self served in the U.S. Navy, I fervently 
resist the idea of war. I hope and pray 
that we can still avoid war. Our images 
of the post-cold-war era do not involve 
fighting. They involve economic pros
perity, the free trade of both products 
and ideas, a renewed emphasis on qual-

ity of life for all people, and equality of 
opportunity. 

And then one man, hungry for the 
power that oil would provide him, and 
seeing himself as the savior of the Arab 
world, clouded our view of the world we 
are trying to build. 

All Americans would prefer that a 
peaceful and diplomatic solution could 
be found to resolve the crisis. I believe 
President Bush has taken every reason
able opportunity in pursuit of a non
violent resolution. To that end, the 
threat of force becomes another mech
anism. 

A decision by Congress and the 
American people to deny the President 
this option would seriously undermine 
his efforts to convince Saddam Hussein 
that the international force arrayed 
against him is serious. Authorizing the 
use of force may be the last means of 
conveying to Iraq that it would be in 
its best interests to pull out of Kuwait. 

This is not a regional conflict. If it 
were, 32 nations would not have con
tributed either men or material, or 
both, to the military force stationed in 
the Persian Gulf. It is an international 
crisis, not because of oil, but because of 
the power that controlling 21 percent 
of the world's oil reserves would bestow 
upon one man who used naked aggres
sion to obtain it. 

Do we reward Saddam Hussein or do 
we stop him? Most people believe that 
if he is not stopped now, he will have to 
be stopped in the future. It is better to 
do it now than to wait for him to 
achieve his goal of a nuclear weapons 
capability. 

Moreover, does waiting longer im
prove the chance of an Iraqi pullout or 
does it strengthen Saddam Hussein's 
position? There are many points of 
view on the effects of economic sanc
tions. CIA Director Webster reports 
that the strength of Iraqi ground forces 
will not be substantially eroded over 
the next 6 to 12 months even if effec
tive sanctions could be maintained. 
Two former hostages who visited my 
office this week reported that food in 
Iraq is plentiful, but that food ship
ments were not being made to Kuwaiti 
residents. Again, they are the victims 
of aggression. 

Regardless of differences of opinion 
on what course should be taken, I hope 
that all Americans will support our 
430,000 soldiers, sailors, and air force 
personnel who are proudly serving 
their country. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. GREEN]. 

Mr. GREEN of New York. Mr. Speak
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding 
time to me. I have reluctantly con
cluded that the Gephardt-Hamilton 
resolution would seriously undercut 
U.N. Resolution 678. 

Mr. Speaker, the decision of the congres
sional leadership to wait until 4 days before 

the January 15, 1991, deadline specified in 
U.N. Resolution 678 to have a vote on the 
Persian Gulf situation is troubling, and more
over, threatens to undercut the legitimate and 
well-thought out process that led to U.N. Res
olution 678. 

I do not want to be misunderstood-clearly, 
I do believe it is appropriate for the Congress 
to debate matters of this profound importance. 
However, the time to do that effectively has 
largely passed, and the opportunity to con
sider these issues was ignored. By inserting 
ourselves into the process at this late date, 
our ability to participate in a meaningful way is 
severely limited and could severely cripple the 
recently begun process of providing for collec
tive security through the United Nations. 

U.N. Resolution 678, with its predecessors, 
is the first major effort of the United Nations to 
function on behalf of collective security since 
the end of the cold war. This is our first effort 
to enable the Security Council to function as 
the drafters of the U.N. Charter envisaged, 
whereby the great powers-and particularly 
the United States and the U.S.S.R.-would 
work together through the Security Council to 
ensure the collective security of peoples 
around the world. 

If the Congress now undercuts Resolution 
678, it will likely destroy forever this initiative 
to reconstitute the United Nations as it was 
originally conceived as the vehicle by which 
the nations of the world work together for col
lective security. 

The 101 st Congress, in its waning days, did 
not lack opportunities to affect the process. By 
the time we had adjourned on October 28, 
1990, we had approved a defense authoriza
tion and appropriations bill that provided funds 
for the stationing of troops in the Persian Gulf. 
Since that deployment had been in accord
ance with article 51 of the U.N. Charter and 
U.N. Resolution 665 concerning the naval and 
maritime blockade, our vote plainly endorsed 
that deployment. 

I supported those efforts, joining over 400 of 
my colleagues in approving an additional $978 
million for Persian Gulf related operations on 
September 19, 1990. 

When the House adjourned on October 28, 
1990-well over 2 months ago-our adjourn
ment motion contained a specific provision al
lowing the Speaker of the House and the ma
jority leader of the Senate to call the 101 st 
Congress back into session on 2 days' notice. 
Thus we were not dependent on a Presidential 
call of a special session under article II, sec
tion 3 of the Constitution in order to reconvene 
to consider issues relating to the Persian Gulf; 
we could have been called back at any time 
by our leadership. 

By mid-November, it was clear that Presi
dent Bush was seeking international support 
for a U.N. Security Council resolution to au
thorize the use of force to enforce the pre
vious resolution adopted by the Security 
Council regarding the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait. 
The November 19, 1990, New York Times re
ported on Secretary Baker's trip to the 
U.S.S.R., specifying that he was there to se
cure the U.S.S.R.'s support of a U.N. resolu
tion backing a use of force. 

However, this effort by President Bush did 
not bear fruit until November 29, when the Se
curity Council passed U.N. Resolution 678, 
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authorizing the use of force if Iraq failed to 
withdraw from Kuwait by January 15, 1991. 

The administration effort to secure U.N. 
Resolution 678 represented a significant 
change in position from that which the Con
gress had approved in appropriating funds for 
the Persian Gulf effort. It was during that 1 O 
day period between the reports of that new 
position and the enactment of Resolution 678 
that the Congress should have been called 
back into session. This would have been the 
opportunity to consider the issues raised by 
this change of position, if there was any ques
tion of lack of congressional support, or if the 
Congress wished to impose any conditions. 

It would have been appropriate, for exam
ple, to consider the issue of burden sharing, 
since I am not satisfied that all of our allies 
are carrying their share of the burden in this 
effort. Frankly, I had expected a larger com
mitment in dollars and manpower from many 
of our allies. 

By means of a debate and enactment of a 
resolution between November 19 and Novem
ber 29, the position of the Congress could 
have been made clear before Resolution 678 
was considered and before the governments 
of other countries had acted to support us by 
voting for Resolution 678 or by maintaining 
troops or financing operations in the gulf area 
impacted by decisions on Resolution 678. 

However, the fact we face today is that 
Congress did not meet during that period of 
time to consider those very serious issues, 
and all of the governments involved acted in 
reli.ance on Resolution 678. 

Make no mistake about it-a vote of con
gressional support of or opposition to Resolu
tion 678 is dramatically different on January 
11 or 12 from what it would have been on No
vember 23. Our choices now are very lim
ited. If we repudiate the resolution, we hand 
Saddam Hussein a powerful weapon and cast 
serious doubt over the United Nations effort to 
act effectively as an arbiter of international dis
putes. In fact, by waiting until this later hour, 
we have rendered ourselves extraneous to 
any positive policy role, unless we are pre
pared to try to force a change in the position 
taken by the United Nations. 

I know that the leadership of the Congress 
does not wish either to help Saddam Hussein 
or to damage the United Nations; yet, by fail
ing to act at the appropriate time, we face this 
Hobson's choice. 

Supporters of the Hamilton-Gephardt resolu
tion describe it as a "stay the course" resolu
tion. In fact, I heard one of its sponsors, the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON] so de
scribe it on ABC's Nightline, and he so de
scribed it a few minutes ago. I think that de
scription would have been true prior to No
vember 29; it is plainly untrue today. Since 
November 29, the course on which we have 
been placed is that set forth in U.N. Resolu
tion 678, under which January 15 is the dead
line for Iraq's compliance and use of force is 
authorized to achieve compliance. 

I have other problems with the Gephardt
Hamilton approach. Though I am very skep
tical of the efficacy of sanctions, let us assume 
that they can work in a year or two. That still 
leaves the question: Can President Bush hold 
together the fragile and diverse coalition 
arrayed against Iraq for as long as it will take 

sanctions to work? I am very doubtful that he 
can. But even if he can, can we afford to pay 
the price that will be necessary to do so? How 
long do we remain silent about the Baltic 
States? What if European nations that were 
only too happy to sell Iraq the makings of its 
chemical and nuclear weapons industries start 
using the Persian Gulf situation as a lever in 
our trade talks with them? 

When one considers questions like those, 
the superficial attractiveness of the Gephardt
Hamilton proposal rapidly fades. I urge a vote 
against it. 

As I have stated, if the Congress did not 
wish to embark on the course called for by 
U.N. Resolution 678, then Speaker FOLEY and 
Senator MITCHELL should have reconvened us 
prior to November 29. To change course now 
can only persuade Saddam Hussein of our ir
resolution and increase the probability that 
force will ultimately have to be used if we truly 
insist that Iraq get out of Kuwait. For that rea
son, I shall cast my vote in support of the So
larz-Michel resolution and the positions con
tained in Resolution 678, and oppose efforts 
to undercut the United Nations, the President, 
and those nations who have, in good faith, 
acted to support us. 

I do so most solemnly. I understand that 
any war in the Persian Gulf will involve casual
ties. I do not view those casualties with equa
nimity. But let us hope that, at the very least, 
this unhappy situation can be the start of a 
process by which we develop a workable sys
tem for collective security backed by the 
world's major powers. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Iowa [Mr. LEACH]. 

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, at issue 
today is whether this Congress favors a 
policy of peacekeeping or keeping an 
unprincipled peace. 

Sanctifying the status quo in the 
gulf, as the Hamilton-Gephardt ap
proach so flaccidly does, grants time 
and solace for a tyrannical satrap to 
fortify his sand redoubt in Kuwait, to 
perfect with hideous science his bio
chemical and nuclear weapons capac
ity, and to continue to exhort, without 
compunction or conscience, murderous 
miscreants around the world to 
replicable acts of terrorism. 

Sanctifying the status quo drives a 
stake into the heart of international 
law, for it renders hapless the collec
tiye security system that Woodrow 
Wilson and Franklin Roosevelt worked 
so assiduously to create, and American 
soldiers in the great wars of this cen
tury fought so courageously to make 
possible. 

When human beings are allowed to be 
raped as an instrument of state policy, 
when innocent citizens are executed at 
an epidemic rate, when a country is 
not only being systematically pillaged, 
but a culture eviscerated, moral people 
have an obligation to do more than 
simply wring their hands and suggest 
that resolve be diluted by the sands of 
time. 

The Hamilton-Gephardt approach is a 
nonbinding copout. It leaves a fragile 

world order increasingly vulnerable to 
aggression and thus war. 

The President's collective security 
approach, on the other hand, gives 
hope that an international order will 
be established based on the precept 
that aggression will not be rewarded, 
that peacekeeping is peacemaking, 
that potentates, whether petty or 
mighty, who through naked aggression 
attempt to take the world hostage will 
be held accountable to the rule of law. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Washington, [Mr. CHAN
DLER]. 

Mr. CHANDLER. Mr. Speaker, I 
think we need to keep clear in mind 
the choice we face today. Under 
Michel-Solarz we authorize the Presi
dent of the United States to use force 
in the Persian Gulf to enforce the U .N. 
resolutions and bring about a with
drawal from Kuwait by Iraq. Or we 
adopt the Gephardt-Hamilton resolu
tion and deny the use of force, require 
extension of sanctions with no time 
limit, and add to the end of that a con
gressional approval requirement for 
any future use of force. 

Unfortunately, Michel-Solarz has 
been characterized today as a declara
tion of war, one which gives up on di
plomacy. Let me point out within the 
language itself of Michel-Solarz there 
is a requirement for every last single 
effort to bring about a final-hour diplo
matic solution. The President would be 
required to report to this Speaker and 
to the majority leader of the Senate 
that he has, and I quote from the reso
lution, 

* * * used all appropriate diplomatic and 
other peaceful means to obtain compliance 
by Iraq with the United Nations Security 
Council's resolutions (cited in the subsection 
above), and that those efforts have not been 
and would not be successful in obtaining 
such compliance. 

The U .N. Secretary General, Perez de 
Cuellar, is advancing a peace plan 
today. President Bush and Secretary of 
State Baker have made it clear that 
they are open to any reasonable, peace
ful diplomatic solution. President Mi
khail Gorbachev has offered his assist
ance, and the President, by the lan
guage of the Michel-Solarz resolution, 
is required to use diplomacy. 

I do not know about you, but I have 
had a lot of trouble sleeping the last 
couple of nights. I think that is the 
case with all of us. But what I would 
suggest you do is look at the face of 
the President of the United States. 
That face is drawn, it is lined, it is the 
face of a man under tremendous strain, 
a man carrying an agonizing burden. 

President Bush is not a gunslinger. 
He is not a Rambo, and he does not 
want war. But regrettably, I have con
cluded that he needs the authority to 
wage war in order to make diplomacy 
work. 
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If there are no consequences for the 

failure of diplomacy, diplomacy has no 
chance to succeed with a man like Sad
dam Hussein. I urge the defeat of the 
Gephardt-Hamilton resolution. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. RAN
GEL]. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of Hamilton-Gephardt that will 
give the opportunity for sanctions to 
work in the Persian Gulf, and against a 
declaration of war that has been ex
pressed in the Solarz-Michel resolu
tion. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
MARKEY]. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the Hamilton-Gephardt reso
lution. 

As I've talked to my constituents over the 
last few weeks about what to do in the Per
sian Gulf, I think a lot about my boyhood 
friend John Waden. 

John Waden grew up five doors down the 
block from my home in Malden. In 1966, he 
came back from Vietnam in a body bag. I had 
looked up to John Waden, but at his wake I 
looked down at his closed casket and won
dered why he had died. As I went from adult 
to adult, I searched for an answer. No one 
could explain to me what the war in Vietnam 
was all about. I swore then that if I were ever 
in any position of power, I would do everything 
I could to assure that before any young per
sons were asked to lay down his or her life for 
our country, we would be able to explain to 
that young person's friends and family the rea
sons why. 

So far, I haven't heard any explanations that 
would satisfy the loved ones of the new gen
eration of John Wadens who now stand 
poised to fight in the Persian Gulf. Some say 
that Saddam Hussein is a Hitler who must be 
stopped; that if we don't use force to drive Iraq 
from Kuwait, we will only whet Saddam's ap
petite for further aggression, much as Neville 
Chamberlain's appeasement at Munich en
couraged further Nazi aggression. 

As my mother often says, if you don't start 
out working smarter, you'll end up working 
harder. If one drop of American blood is 
spilled in the sands of Saudi Arabia this win
ter, it will be because for the last decade 
America has not worked smarter. This failure 
can be directly traced to four public policy fail
ures by the Reagan and Bush administrations 
that, taken together, have established the con
ditions for U.S. military involvement in the Per
sian Gulf crisis. 

First, energy policy. In 1980, the Reagan
Bush campaign called for the elimination of 
the Department of Energy. To make good on 
this campaign promise, President Reagan 8Jr 
pointed a dentist named James Edwards as 
Secretary of Energy. Edwards testified before 
Congress that he intended to shut down the 
Department so he could "be back in South 
Carolina for hunting or fishing in April or May." 
When questioned on how he could possibly be 
serious about such a �t�i�m�e�t�a�b�l�~�e�t� alone the 
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wisdom of such a move-Edwards joked "the 
fishing is good in June or July as well." 

A "Gone Fishin'" sign has hung on the door 
of the Reagan-Bush energy policy ever 
since-automobile fuel economy standards 
rolled back, appliance and building efficiency 
standards gutted, energy conservation re
search slashed, alternative energy research 
cut. The Department of Energy, which, in 
1980, had earmarked more than two-thirds of 
its total budget for civilian energy programs 
and one-third for nuclear weapons, was by the 
end of the decade spending two-thirds of its 
funds on nuclear weapons and only one-third 
on civilian energy programs. Ten years later 
the United States still has no long-term energy 
independence strategy, and U.S. oil imports 
have soared from 34 to over 50 percent of 
total consumption, thereby immersing us ever 
deeper in the insanity of Middle Eastern poli
tics. 

Second, nuclear proliferation. During the 
1980 campaign Ronald Reagan claimed that 
nuclear proliferation was not "any of our busi
ness." Once in office the Reagan-Bush admin
istration cut back on enforcement of United 
States nuclear nonproliferation laws, allowing 
Iraq to obtain access to sensitive technologies 
used in its nuclear weapons program. More
over, the administration sat on the sidelines as 
Iraq manipulated oil exports to blackmail Euro
pean countries into supplying it with nuclear 
technology and assistance that it could use to 
build the bomb. Ironically, the Bush adminis
tration now warns of Saddam Hussein's nu
clear ambitions, but when Israel launched an 
air strike against Iraq's Osirak nuclear power
plant in 1981 , to halt Saddam's drive to ac
quire nuclear explosives, the Reagan-Bush 
administration sharply criticized Israel's coura
geous action. During the several months fol
lowing the raid, the United States actually 
worked with Iraq on various U.N. resolutions 
condemning Israel. 

Third, chemical weapons. In 1983, Saddam 
Hussein began using chemical weapons 
against Iranian troops and in 1988, he used 
nerve gas against the Kurdish minority in Iraq. 
The Reagan-Bush administration turned a 
blind eye toward Iraqi use of chemical weap
ons and in 1988 it successfully opposed con
gressional efforts to impose sanctions against 
Iraq for its use of such weapons. During this 
same period, America's moral stance against 
the use of chemical weapons was undercut by 
the Reagan administration's efforts to break a 
longstanding U.S. moratorium on production of 
lethal nerve gas-including then Vice Presi
dent George Bush's three tie-breaking votes in 
the U.S. Senate in favor of new chemical 
weapons production. 

Fourth, the tilt toward Iraq. In 1980, Saddam 
Hussein invaded Iran. Instead of condemning 
this act of "naked Iraqi aggression," the 
Reagan-Bush administration tilted toward 
Baghdad, and in 1982, it removed Iraq from 
the list of terrorist nations-thereby clearing 
the way for providing Iraq with agricultural 
credits. By 1984, the United States restored 
full diplomatic relations with Iraq and shortly 
thereafter it reportedly began providing Sad
dam with covert intelligence support, including 
satellite photographs of Iranian military forma
tions. 

By July 1990, Congress was pressing to 
end the pro-Iraqi tilt of United States foreign 
policy, adopting measures that would cut off 
agricultural credits to Iraq until it complied with 
international agreements on human rights and 
weapons nonproliferation. In response, the 
State Department issued a statement oppos
ing this legislation, saying that "measures now 
under consideration would not help us achieve 
United States goals with Iraq." 

Incredibly, when Iraq escalated its war of 
words with Kuwait over oil production in
creases last July and began threatening war, 
State Department officials testified before Con
gress that the United States was unlikely to 
respond sharply to an Iraqi military action, not
ing that the United States had "no defense 
treaty relationship with any gulf country" and 
that "we have historically avoided taking a po
sition on border disputes or internal OPEC de
liberations." The State Department also in
structed the United States Ambassador to 
Baghdad, April Glaspie, to tell Saddam Hus
sein that "we have no opinion on the Aratr 
Arab conflicts, like your border disagreement 
with Kuwait." 

Given this sorry record, is it any wonder that 
we are today facing a Saddam Hussein armed 
with chemical weapons and ballistic missiles 
and on the verge of acquiring nuclear explo
sives within the next decade? Will we now 
compound these previous blunders by plung
ing America head long into a costly military 
confrontation with Iraq? 

There is an alternative to war. It has four 
parts. 

First, instead of launching a bloody offen
sive war, we should maintain a multinational 
military force in Saudi Arabia to contain Sad
dam Hussein and deter any further Iraqi ag
gression. A policy of containment and deter
rence won the cold war against the Soviet 
Union; it can certainly lead to a successful 
resolution of the gulf crisis. Remarkably, with 
the end of the cold war, both the United 
States and the Soviet Union stand united in 
opposition to Saddam Hussein's invasion of 
Kuwait, making it possible for the entire world 
community to join in demanding an Iraqi with
drawal. Now we need to give this unprece
dented exercise in international cooperation 
more time to drive Iraq out of Kuwait. 

But we must also demand that all partici
pants in the coalition arrayed against Iraq bear 
their fair share of the burden on containment 
and deterrence. Our European and Japanese 
allies, who are heavily dependent on imported 
gulf oil, should increase their contributions to 
the multinational military force in the gulf. At 
the same time, we should expect greater Arab 
support for the joint effort. The Saudis, for ex
ample, are realizing a windfall profit of up to 
$150 million a day from increases in the price 
of oil since the onset of the gulf crisis. They 
should be asked to use all of !heir windfall 
profits to help defray the costs of Operation 
Desert Shield. 

Second, we shoWd give the eoonomic sanc
tions time to work. Those who argue that 
sanctions alone wHI not force Saddam from 
Kuwait are mistaken. Iraq invaded Kuwait for 
economic reasons, desiring access to Kuwait's 
rich oil reserves and wanting to shed the bur
den of the huge war debt it owed Kuwait for 
financing Saddam's war against Iran. The iraqi 
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economy is already thirsting from the loss of 
$1.5 billion in foreign exchange earnings every 
month-the equivalent by itself to more than a 
third of Iraq's total national product-and the 
sanctions are expected to lead to a 48-percent 
decline in Iraq's gross national product over 
the next 1 to 2 years, effectively choking 
Saddam's economy to death. Sanctions will 
also weaken Iraq's military capabilities by de
nying Saddam access to military equipment 
and spare parts for the Mig fighters, tanks, 
and other military hardware Iraq purchased 
from the Soviets before the invasion. 

Third, America must take steps to reduce 
our overdependence on gulf oil. This over
dependence threatens to interfere with our 
ability to advance other important American in
terests in this region, such as promoting a 
Middle East peace agreement which assures 
the security of Israel. It's time to take the 
"gone fishing" sign off the Department of En
ergy and forge a national energy policy capa
ble of achieving energy independence. Such a 
policy must focus on improving energy effi
ciency and conservation, expanding Federal 
incentives for renewable energy production, 
expanding weatherization assistance, and pro
moting reliable and environmentally respon
sible energy sources. 

Fourth, we must reverse the legacy of the 
past decade and become a principled world 
leader in opposing the spread of nuclear 
weapons. We should press for a more effec
tive multilateral nuclear nonproliferation regime 
that serves as a technological stranglehold on 
the spread of nuclear explosives to countries 
such as Iraq, Iran, Pakistan, Libya, and North 
Korea. This regime should include tougher 
international safeguards against diversion of 
nuclear materials and technologies, stricter in
spection and verification procedures, bars on 
all nuclear-related exports to nonweapons 
states that refuse to accept international safe
guards, a phase-out of all exports of highly en
riched uranium, and harsh penalties for those 
countries which continue to engage in reckless 
proliferation policies. 

Two weeks ago, at a town meeting I held in 
Billerica, a woman stood up before the micro
phone and told me how she lived each day in 
fear that America would soon be in a war and 
her son might come home in pieces. Cradling 
in her arms a picture of her boy as she 
choked back her emotions, she said: 

"If my son had to go to war with people 
coming after us in our country, I'd be right 
there * * *. I'm a very American person, I'd 
be right there along with all my family. But 
this I don't understand. I'd like to have it ex
plained why exactly they're over there. 

We owe it to the soldiers and their families 
to pursue alternatives to war. If we do so, we 
will not need to search for explanations to 
make to the mother in Billerica, or to any of 
the families and friends of this generation of 
John Wadens. No caskets will be filled that 
cannot be justified. America will have worked 
smarter, our Nation and its economy will be 
stronger, and as a result, the young men and 
women now deployed in the deserts of Saudi 
Arabia will not have to fight and die harder. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2112 minutes to the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. JENKINS]. 

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, I come 
here today with the full understanding 
of how grave this situation is for our 
Nation. I have withheld statements to 
the press and avoided discussions of my 
positions based on hypothetical cir
cumstances because I believe in the 
principle of pursuing diplomatic solu
tions as long as peace is within our 
grasp. I felt that more rhetoric, while 
our Secretary of State and our Presi
dent worked within the framework of 
diplomacy to achieve a solution with
out war, did not serve our Nation well; 
and I have supported our President in 
his management of this political ag-
gression in the Persian Gulf. -

But I will not transfer my respon
sibility as a member of the U.S. Con
gress to the President in making the 
decision on whether or not this Nation 
engages in war against another nation. 
When the time comes to declare war, I 
will not hide behind some resolution 
absolving me of my constitutional re
sponsibility. 

But in my mind, that time-the time 
to declare war-has not yet come. 
When the time does come, a straight 
declaration of war resolution should be 
brought to this Congress for debate, 
not some resolution delegating to the 
President that sole responsibility. 

There is no legislation, nor any prop
osi tion, that should be more closely ex
amined and debated than one which au
thorizes war. It may be a difficult po
litical vote when we decide to impose a 
new or higher tax on our people. But if 
we are wrong, life, nevertheless, goes 
on. In is not the end of the world. 
Where, however, the issue is war, life 
will not go on for many young men and 
women; and it will be the end of the 
world for them. Therefore, it is critical 
that we debate this with the full 
knowledge and understanding of what 
we are doing. 

Liberty and freedom are worth fight
ing for. They are worth dying for. But 
war must be the very last resort. 

Yes, Iraq has invaded and conquered 
Kuwait. Yes, the Iraqi military threat
ens Saudi Arabia, and only holds back 
because of the counterthreat of United 
States forces standing guard. Yes, the 
Iraqi leader is irrational and ruthless. 
But have we exhausted all means to 
turn away this aggression short of war? 

For all of recorded history, the Mid
dle East and the Persian Gulf have 
been the site of conflict and turmoil. It 
is not easy for us to fully understand 
the thinking of these people whose 
lives and history have been forever 
plagued with violence. We never fully 
understand the alliances which criss
cross the boundaries of the various na
tions of this part of the world. We 
grope for understanding. 

In total frustration, we are now 
ready to involve hundreds of thousands 
of our finest young men and women in 
a ground war in this troubled part of 
the world. But beyond that, we are now 

committing billions of dollars in the 
future into the Middle East. There will 
be no end to this dollar drain. 

Henry Clay. who served in the House, 
the Senate, and as our Secretary of 
State, addressed the House of Rep
resentatives on the issue of war on 
March 24, 1818. The words of Henry 
Clay 173 years ago apply here today. In 
his speech, Clay said: 

It is not every cause of war that should 
lead to war. War is one of those dreadful 
scourges, that so shakes the foundation of 
society, interrupts or destroys the pursuits 
of private happiness, brings, in short, misery 
and wretchedness in so many forms, and at 
last is, in its issue, so doubtful and hazard
ous that nothing but dire necessity can jus
tify an appeal to arms. 

Are we and the American people 
ready for the misery and wretchedness 
of war? 

I do not believe that time has yet 
come for the misery and wretchedness 
of war. I do not believe that the time 
has come to lay the lives of American 
men and women on the desert sands 
nor plunge them into the Persian Gulf 
waters. 

For now, I favor continuing the sanc
tions for a time. But then in the event 
no avenue is left us but war, I will be 
here to cast my vote and to bear the 
burdens of the consequences of it. I am 
not quick to war, but I will be commit
ted to it when it is a necessity. 

In the heat of this debate, we should 
remember the words of former Presi
dent Herbert Hoover: 

Older men declare war. But it is youth that 
must fight and die. And it is youth who must 
inherit the tribulation, the sorrow and the 
triumphs that are the aftermath of war. 

Now is not the time to rush into ab
dicating our constitutional responsibil
ity for a few fleeting moments of polit
ical popularity. The effect of our deci
sion here on this issue will last much 
longer than the 30 second sound bite 
and will be remembered far longer than 
what the political expedience of the 
moment was. 

I am not yet convinced that war is 
the only avenue. I am not yet con
vinced, if war should be the only an
swer, that our allies are ready to fully 
participate with us in this endeavor. 
Surely we want that answer before we 
declare war. 

I have heard your arguments that 
sanctions and diplomacy will not work. 
You may be right. But let us not yet 
give up on that possibility. 

0 1150 
Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
HUBBARD]. 

Mr. HUBBARD. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in opposition to the Gephardt
Hamilton resolution. If adopted, this 
measure will severely undermine 
America's credibility with its allies. 

Now is the time for those of us in 
Congress to support President George 
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Bush, a man who was elected Chief Ex
ecutive by carrying 49 out of the 50 
States in 1988. 

Finally, I urge my colleagues to sup
port the brave men and women who are 
presently or who soon will be serving 
in the Persian Gulf region. Support the 
Solarz-Michel resolution and vote no 
on Gephardt-Hamilton. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as she may consume to 
the gentlewoman from Maryland [Mrs. 
BYRON]. 

Mrs. BYRON. Mr. Speaker, my re
marks are for the support of the Amer
ican men and women we have called on 
to defend this Nation's principles in 
the Gulf. We have no alternative but to 
support the Solarz resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, today marks a unique day not 
only in American history but in world history. 
Today the eyes of the world are focussed on 
Congress, the capital of the free world and the 
beacon of hope for oppressed people world
wide. Today, my colleagues and I must make 
a very personal decision: a decision which will 
set the course for American foreign policy. In 
making this decision, I am compelled to con
sider four factors: the nature of our adversary, 
the best course of action for America to take 
today, public opinion, and the message Con
gress will send to the world. 

I do not know how many Americans truly 
understand Saddam Hussein's background, 
his character, his goals, or his logic. He is sin
gle-minded in his purpose, ruthless in his ac
tions, and shrewd in determining what course 
of action will best further his goals. His ulti
mate goal, gaining power by which he can 
unite the Arab world, is all that matters. He 
does not recognize people as Americans, 
Egyptians, Iranians: only friends to his cause 
or enemies to his cause, Arabs or infidels. He 
has 1 million men under arms. After 8 years 
of war and an economy unable to support 
them, where do we expect them to go? Sad
dam Hussein's nature can lead me to only one 
conclusion: he will continue to use force in the 
Mure when he sees an opportunity to further 
his goals. He must be stopped. 

The question then becomes "when do we 
stop him?" Now or later? Which option must 
I, today, make to ensure that Saddam Hussein 
leaves Kuwait and does not further threaten 
America's and the world's interests. My deci
sion is not about whether I believe we should 
be there to the extent that we are; the Presi
dent as Commander in Chief has chosen a 
course of action and the time for that debate 
has passed. My options are clear: stay the 
course with sanctions and wait a little longer 
before authorizing force, or authorize the use 
of force in conjunction with the U.N. resolu
tions. Experts can argue about the effective
ness of sanctions, but I cannot find any indica
tion that staying the course and delaying mili
tary options will achieve our goals. A vote to 
stay the course is a vote of hope: hope that 
a dictator who continues to threaten the entire 
world will back down. Had I any assurances 
that this would occur, I would not hesitate to 
vote accordingly. Unfortunately, I have no 
such assurances that Saddam Hussein will 
back down if we delay military options. My col
leagues who urge further patience do so 

nobly, with the understanding that war should 
only be a last resort. I, too, agree that war 
should only be a last resort. A vote to author
ize force is also a vote of hope, though; hope 
that Saddam Hussein will back down when he 
sees our resolve and willingness to forcefully 
deny him what he truly treasures. By voting for 
an authorization of force, I believe I will be 
best advancing the cause of peace. 

In making this decision, I have listened 
carefully to my constituents. By a 2-to-1 mar
gin they say they oppose war. No one wants 
war. I am struck by Secretary of State Baker's 
comments following his talks with Iraq's For
eign Minister. He stated: 

Don't miscalculate the resolve of the 
American people, who are very slow to 
anger, but who believe strongly in principle 
and who believe that we should not reward 
aggression * * *. 

In support of this statement, I am compelled 
to look back in this Nation's history only 50 
years. In February 1941, Hitler had conquered 
the European continent and was looking to-· 
ward Britain. FDR looked for Congress to pass 
the Lend Lease Act and thereby end Ameri
ca's declared neutrality. Congress hotly de
bated lend lease for 2 months; interventionists 
arguing for action and isolationists urging inac
tion. Congress and the people were divided on 
our intervention abroad yet united in our prin
ciple against tyranny. When my father-in-law, 
only 19 days before his death in a plane 
crash, voted in favor of the Lend Lease Act, 
passing by 260 to 165 on February 8, 1941 , 
this Nation set itself on a course toward war. 
The fait accompli came on December 8, 1941 
when my mother-in-law, then a new Member 
of this body, voted with 387 of her colleagues 
to declare war on Japan. Americans know 
what we can accomplish when we are united, 
and Americans know what our limits are when 
we are divided. I cannot help but believe that 
while Americans want peace in the Persian 
Gulf today, we are willing to confront Saddam 
Hussein with all available resources in the 
end. At this point in time, with over 400,000 
American troops in the Persian Gulf, I cannot 
vote for buying time. War is not inevitable yet, 
but our moment of decision has come. We 
must make our principles known today, before 
war begins, or we will be forced to defend our 
principles by force at a later date and a great
er cost. 

Today, with the world watching, Congress, 
as the voice of the American people, will send 
a message. This message should be one of 
support for our President and strength in our 
resolve. This message will reach the entire 
world, but is really meant for two entities. The 
first is for Saddam Hussein: you will not be 
able to string out this crisis in hopes of divid
ing American public opinion. If you are really 
interested in peace, if you want to survive, you 
will obey the 12 United Nations resolutions. 
The second entity Congress will reach with 
our message is the American force in the gulf. 
Our sons and daughters, husbands and wives, 
mothers and fathers serving in· the gulf are 
looking to the Congress for support and assur
ance: assurance that Americans will support 
their efforts, and assurance that if they enter 
combat, they will be given all means at their 
disposal to accomplish the Commander in 
Chiefs military and political objectives as 

quickly as possible and with as few casualties 
as possible. 

History will be the ultimate judge of today's 
decision. My colleagues and I are making the 
monumental judgement of our lives. There is 
none among us who can predict the future. My 
vote is a vote to give the President and the 
world community the support they need to re
solve this situation peacefully, and only as a 
last resort, the power they need to resolve this 
crisis decisively by force. I hope and pray that 
congressional action today, whichever mes
sage we send, will result in peace tomorrow. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
HUGHES]. 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the Solarz-Michel resolu
tion. This is a time to support the 
President, to support U.N. Resolution 
678, not repudiate it. Leadership re
quires us to stand firm. We do not do 
that by supporting Gephardt-Hamilton. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Oklahoma [Mr. MCCURDY]. 

Mr. MCCURDY. Mr. Speaker and my 
colleagues, the goal in the Persian Gulf 
should be, and must be, a political so
lution. Economic sanctions and mili
tary force are only tools to get there. 

There are those who choose to wait 
to see if a clearer political solution in 
the conflict arises. I can respect that 
position. There are those who argue 
against the establishment of a January 
15 deadline, but, my colleagues, on two 
different occasions when I was in the 
gulf, I saw that a deadline gave hope to 
our men and women in uniform that 
this conflict, this stalemate will not go 
on indefinitely. 

What institution better understands 
the need for deadlines to break 
gridlock and to force concessions than 
the Congress of the United States? 

Some have complained that the sanc
tions in the United Nations were engi
neered by President Bush. That may 
be. But we Democrats should rejoice 
that a President, a Republican Presi
dent, heeded our advice and used the 
United Nations and formed an inter
national coalition instead of unilater
ally rushing to force. 

My good friend and respected col
league, the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. HAMILTON], and my dear friend, 
the majority leader, the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT], urge 
that we adopt the stay-the-course reso
lution and give sanctions a chance, to 
give peace a chance. I want to see a 
successful, peaceful outcome in the 
gulf that addresses the long-term 
threat in the region. 

The goal of sanctions is political. It 
is political; it is not economic. The key 
is what influences Saddam Hussein, be
cause he is the only one who counts in 
making decisions in Iraq. Look at his 
inner circle. In the intelligence com
mittee we have had briefings. The ques-
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tion is not of objective advice. The 
question is simply loyalty. 

Of the five key people in his inner 
circle, his ministers, they include his 
son-in-law, two half brothers, and his 
cousin. 

There is no evidence that sanctions
although they are biting deeply into 
the economy, whether it is imports, ex
ports, or his cash flow-have had an ef
fect or impact on Iraq's military or the 
psychology of Saddam Hussein. 

Judge Webster said that the marginal 
military decline would be offset by the 
simultaneous improvement of his de
fensive fortifications. Most ammuni
tion and the ability to wage war with 
his ground forces, which is his 
strength, can be produced domestically 
and will be taxed only in time of mili
tary action. 

But more importantly, I was taken 
by the testimony in the Committee on 
Armed Services of a psychiatrist who 
helped form a psychological profile of 
Saddam the person. I wish I now had 
the time to detail and quote it, but I 
cannot, but let me quote just a few pro
visions. 

It said, "It is this political personal
ity, this constellation of messianic am
bition for unlimited power, the absence 
of conscience, the unconstrained ag
gression and a paranoid outlook which 
makes Saddam so dangerous. However, 
he is not impulsive. He only acts after 
judicious consideration and can be ex
tremely patient." And for those who 
argue sanctions, "Indeed he uses time 
as a weapon." 

Mr. Speaker, "He is willing to re
verse course, but only if his power and 
reputation are threatened." And I fur
ther quote, "The only language Sad
dam understands is the language of 
power. Without this demonstrable," 
and this is a quote, "Without this de
monstrable willingness to use force 
even if the sanctions are biting deeply, 
Saddam is quite capable of putting his 
population through a sustained period 
of hardship as he has in the past." And, 
lastly, "It is a certainty that he will 
return at a later date stronger than 
ever unless firm measures are taken to 
contain him." 

My colleagues, I pray for a success
ful, peaceful outcome in this region. I 
believe that war should be undertaken 
only as a last resort, but I also believe 
that because of the complex and dan
gerous personality that we are con
fronting that only by authorizing the 
President, the executive, the President 
of the United States to employ force, if 
necessary, with our allies will this out
come occur. 

I urge the support of the Solarz reso-
1 u tion. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. PEASE]. 

Mr. PEASE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of 
the Gephardt-Hamilton resolution and in oppo
sition to the Solarz-Michel resolution. 

Both resolutions have the same goal-to 
achieve the withdrawal of Iraq from Kuwait. 

But there is an essential difference between 
the two resolutions. The Gephardt-Hamilton 
resolution seeks to achieve the goal through 
continued reliance on economic sanctions 
against Iraq, not on war. The Solarz-Michel 
resolution assumes that economic sanctions 
won't work and would rely on force to remove 
Iraq from Kuwait. 

The basic choice we make today is between 
economic sanctions and war. 

Mr. Speaker, I choose sanctions. 
I choose sanctions because American lives 

are at stake. War with Iraq will mean the loss 
of life for thousands, perhaps tens of thou
sands, of young American men and women. It 
will mean not only body bags but thousands of 
other young people coming home on stretch
ers. Such carnage may ultimately be unavoid
able, but we ought first to give economic sanc
tions every opportunity to work. 

I choose sanctions because a United States 
attack on Iraq risks opening a veritable pan
dora's box of uncertain consequences. Cer
tainly there is the risk of death and destruction 
in Israel, which Iraq says it will attack if the 
United States initiates offensive action against 
Iraq. There is the risk that a United States-Iraq 
conflict would be transformed into a war pitting 
Israel and its ally the United States against the 
Arab world. Such a division would put the cur
rent leadership of Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and 
Jordan into an impossible position and would 
risk radical revolutions and dangerous long
term instability in the Middle East. If United 
States forces destroy Saddam Hussein's re
gime, the resulting power vacuum will likely be 
filled by Syria and/or Iran, both of them outlaw 
nations. Ultimately, Mr. Speaker, it may be 
necessary to run those risks, but it should not 
be until we have given economic sanctions a 
real chance. 

I choose sanctions because the cost of war 
against Iraq will be borne overwhelmingly by 
American taxpayers; only a fraction of the cost 
will be borne by others who have far more at 
stake. The cost will be $30 billion this year 
even if there is no war; if war starts, the cost 
to American taxpayers will be from $1 to $2 
billion for each and every day of the war-this 
at a time when the U.S. fiscal deficit for next 
year is already estimated at $350 billion or 
more. Serious, critical social needs will go 
unmet. To 37 million Americans who have no 
health insurance whatsoever, we will be say
ing that their government can find tens of bil
lions of dollars to wage war but not a dime for 
a new health insurance initiative. 

I choose sanctions, Mr. Speaker, because 
of the political turmoil which war will cause in 
the United States. President Bush has not 
made a convincing case to the American peo
ple that armed force against Iraq is justified. 
Americans will not support war and its con
comitant loss of life in order to preserve oil 
flows or to restore the undemocratic Govern
ment of Kuwait. In particular, college students 
across the land-those at risk from the re
sumption of the military draft which a pro
longed conflict would require-will turn their 
campuses into boiling cauldrons of dissent. 

Mr. Speaker, I choose sanctions because 
their successful implementation would estab
lish a realistic, believable precedent for future 

situations in which nations try to forcibly annex 
the territory of their neighbors. To few other 
places around the world is the United States 
likely to dispatch 400,000 troops. There is no 
credible precedent here. On the other hand, 
the United States and the United Nations can 
impose economic sanctions if future acts of 
aggression occur. The community of nations 
can-as it currently is doing in the Persian 
Gulf-deny to an aggressor the fruits of his 
aggression. Economic sanctions are a prece
dent worth establishing. 

Mr. Speaker, I choose sanctions because 
that course has the greatest chance for suc
cess at the lowest cost. 

Those who support the Solarz-Michel reso
lution are taking a high stakes gamble. They 
gamble that congressional support for Presi
dent Bush will help convince Saddam Hussein 
to withdraw from Kuwait, thus avoiding war. 

But if that gamble fails, war will ensure with 
tragic loss of human life, costs in the tens of 
billions of dollars, and great political instability 
in the Middle East and within the United 
States. 

Those of us who support the Gephardt
Hamilton resolution are gambling too. We are 
gambling that sanctions, over time, will force 
Iraq out of Kuwait. 

If our gamble fails, we will be, a year from 
now, essentially where we are today, with no 
loss of life for thousands of American young 
people; no huge escalation of cost to the 
American taxpayers; no political turmoil in the 
Middle East or the United States; and no ben
efit to Iraq of its aggression. 

And we will still have, at that time, the mili
tary option. 

Mr. Speaker, to me, the right choice of ac
tion is absolutely clear. I urge support for the 
sanctions option and opposition to the war oi:r 
tion. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. 
MFUME]. 

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Speaker, I rise this 
morning in total support of the Gep
hard t-Hamil ton resolution and in total 
opposition to the declaration of war 
implicit and inherent in the intent of 
the Solarz-Michel resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to express my 
open and absolute oppositon to war in the 
Persian Gulf. My fear against going to war in 
the Persian Gulf is not due to the fact that 
America and our allies can not win in battle, 
but because our objectives and policies in this 
region have been inconsistent. 

I am not comfortable with the stated objec
tives of why we are so ready to use force to 
dislodge Saddam Hussein from Kuwait. In Au
gust-when it appeared that Iraq was poised 
to attack Saudi Arabia's oil fields and hold for
eign hostages at strategic locations-I con
curred with the President's action to create an 
international force to defend the Saudi's oil 
fields and impose economic sanctions against 
Iraq. 

Later, President Bush upped the ante with 
his steadfast promotion of the military option 
before we could determine whether sanctions 
and other international initiatives had a chance 
to take root. Additionally, President Bush 
began to talk about the need to stop Hussein's 
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naked aggression and that he must leave Ku
wait. For me, this is one of the most profound 
and bewildering turn of events of the entire cri
sis. 

Why are we going to authorize the use of 
force and the death of thousands of American 
soldiers to dislodge Hussein from Kuwait and 
reinstall the Kuwaiti emir. Kuwait by no means 
represented Jeffersonian democracy. Many of 
the administration's past objectives and policy 
positions defended democracy and freedom. 
Where were these governing principles in Ku
wait prior to August? 

Equally, the Iraqi's informed Ambassador 
April Glaspie that they intended to invade Ku
wait in July and Ambassador Glaspie's re
sponse was that we don't get involved in such 
Arab affairs and that we do not have a de
fense treaty with Kuwait. Mr. Speaker, in part, 
we are responsible for creating the Leviathan 
that challenges us now. Were we as con
cerned about Iraq's buildup when they were 
keeping Iran at bay? Of course not. Were we 
as concerned when Hussein and other Middle 
Eastern countries escalated their acquisition of 
arms? Of course not. 

The international stance against Saddam 
Hussein is not truly as united as the President 
would like us to believe. The major league 
participants in this conflict are plainly the Unit
ed States and Iraq. Unfortunately, the first and 
the last soldiers to die will probably be wear
ing American uniforms. 

Now we are considering whether to give the 
President the authority to use force to dislodge 
Saddam Hussein from Kuwait, or to work for 
a peaceful negotiated resolution to the crisis in 
the Persian Gulf. I favor exploring our diplo
matic options prior to playing our military op
tion. 

I fear that the Michel-Solarz resolution will 
give President Bush tacit approval to launch a 
military offensive against Saddam Hussein's 
forces in Kuwait and set off a very bloody 
desert war. Mr. Speaker, make no doubt about 
it, a vote for the resolution before us is a vote 
for war. Anyone who attempts to argue the op
posite is lying to themselves and to the Amer
ican people. 

I have heard many of our colleagues on the 
floor and in the media discuss the fact that we 
need to send a message to Saddam Hussein 
that his naked aggression will not be tolerated. 
I take this opportunity to send a message to 
the parents and loved ones of those soldiers 
participating in Operation Desert Shield. My 
message is that my conscience cannot rest 
knowing that your family members are being 
placed into a conflict that has yet to be clearly 
defined by the President to anyone. 

Mr. Speaker, let us not rush head first into 
chaos and uncertainty. Let us instead seek 
ways to leverage Iraq from Kuwait and further 
tighten the screws via international sanctions 
and continued isolation against Baghdad. 

The Gephardt-Hamilton resolution is the 
most progressive and promising chance we 
have to avert war in the Persian Gulf. Gep
hardt-Hamilton advocates continued sanctions 
and enforcement of the U.N. economic embar
go. CIA Director William Webster said that 
sanctions are working and can further hurt 
Iraq. The administration knows that economic 
sanctions can work. 

America stands to suffer great economic 
consequences if war in the Middle East 
reaches the anticipated levels. How are we 
going to pay for such a military offensive? Will 
those within this august body who have ada
mantly opposed taxes now vote to increase 
taxes to support a foreign war effort? War of
fers many paradoxes, but the ones emanating 
from our current crisis will be devastating. 

Thus, I urge those who want to go to war 
with Iraq to remember, that although the Mid
die East is strategic because of its oil, I for 
one, do not wish to see the Saudi desert be
come the symbol of misguided policy and the 
massive loss of American lives. 

0 1200 
Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. MORAN]. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the Hamilton-Gephardt reso
lution. 

Mr. Speaker, today we are called upon to 
be the conscience of America. 

Wtien our forefathers gathered to write the 
Constitution that would define and direct these 
United States, never did they realize that their 
successors would one day be able to bring 
into their homes debate on the true meaning 
and consequence of article 1 , section 8, that 
states that only the Congress of the United 
States is vested with the responsibility and au
thority to commit this country to wage war. 

And Mr. Speaker, never before in our Na
tion's history has the U.S. Congress been 
watched more closely nor depended upon 
more greatly, to exercise its collective con
science. 

People stayed home yesterday and stayed 
up last night to hear us express our judgment. 

And Mr. Speaker, they have expressed their 
judgment-and that is that government has 
not exhausted every alternative to war. 

Mr. Speaker, it is their sons and daughters 
who must pay the ultimate cost of war. 

Mr. Speaker, we are not a nation of peace
niks nor of warmongers. We are a nation of 
patriots. 

Adm. William Crowe is a neighbor, Mr. 
Speaker. His iife embodies what patriotism is 
all about. He has spent his life in our military, 
capping his career as Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. 

Mr. Speaker, he knows what he is talking 
about and yet what he told me that was most 
compelling is what I want to share with you. 
He said, 

I have a son over there. He's a company 
commander. He's on the front line. 

He's a good kid. He grew up in this house. 
He went to school with your kids. He loves 
his country. Enough to lay down his life for 
it. And if we go to war with Iraq I will lose 
him. 

And it doesn't have to happen. 
Not yet, Mr. Speaker. Do we need to risk 

the lives of our loved ones? 
And should we not pose to ourselves that 

same compelling question: How would we 
vote if our son or daughter were on the front 
lines? 

Mr. Speaker, I have immersed myself in this 
issue day and night and consulted every ex
pert available. 

And Mr. Speaker, I must conclude that this 
will not be a quick and clean war. Surgical air 
strikes may be an effective strategy, but it will 
not be the final resolution. The best analogy to 
the ground attack that will be necessary to 
overcome Iraq's ground troops that are dug in 
along Kuwait's perimeter, dug into ditches re
inforced by wire behind pools of oil that will be 
lit upon attack-Mr. Speaker, is Normandy. 

Mr. Speaker, I have stood on the beaches 
of Normandy where in the month of June 
1944, 1 00,000 Allied troops met their death. 

Perhaps this is why, Mr. Speaker, that so 
many of my constituents including countless 
numbers of military officers and retired veter
ans have urged me to vote for the Hamilton
Gephardt amendment. 

Mr. Speaker, last night I held a town meet
ing and heard from several hundred of my 
constituents who had come out in the freezing 
rain to share their views with me. 

That constituency was of the same opinion 
that 95 percent of the people who have written 
and phoned-that it is not time to move to the 
final alternative of war. The vast majority of 
the people of the Eighth District of Virginia are 
not convinced that it is past time for negotia
tions nor for sanctions. 

And while the perception of support that a 
vote for the Solarz-Michel amendment might 
give the President in strengthening his hand in 
the negotiation process, the awesome respon
sibility of declaring war should not be relin
quished prematurely. 

But if Saddam Hussein interprets support for 
the Gephardt-Hamilton amendment as a vote 
against the use of force at any time, he will 
have made yet another miscalculation. 

We are a people of principle. We are pre
pared to pay the ultimate cost for the preser
vation of those principles. And if, Mr. Speaker, 
negotiations clearly have failed and sanctions 
clearly have not worked, then, Mr. Speaker, 
this Congress and this Congressman will de
clare war and will lead the nations of the world 
in the conclusion of that war and in the res
toration of a lasting peace. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
California [Mrs. BOXER 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Speaker, this coun
try is about to be sucked into a war in 
the area of the world known for vio
lence, known for terrorism, known for 
blood baths, known for atrocities. I 
will tell Members, we will never be the 
same. 

The Gephardt-Hamilton alternative 
points to a wiser path. It keeps the line 
drawn in the sands of Saudi Arabia. It 
keeps the sanctions, and it calls on our 
allies to do more. 

Make no mistake about it, unless we 
pass Gephardt, this will be an Amer
ican war. The measly contributions of 
Japan, Germany, France, and Italy will 
not dry the tears of our war widows. 

The two ships provided by the Neth
erlands which gets 100 percent of its oil 
from the Persian Gulf will not heal the 
broken hearts of our grieving mothers 
and fathers. 

A robbery is taking place right here, 
right now. Billions of dollars out the 
door to pay for an operation called The 
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World Versus Saddam Hussein. But the 
world does not pay. We do-Uncle 
Sugar Daddy. 

We have spent more on Desert Shield 
so far than we spend in 1 year on Head 
Start, cancer research, AIDS research, 
Alzheimer's, heart research, and child
hood immunization, all combined. That 
is what we have spent so far on Desert 
Shield. 

My friends, a 22-year-old constituent 
of mine, and it could have been any 
constituent of yours, as he was sent off 
to the Persian Gulf was told to write 
his will. What will he leave his mother? 
What will he leave his father? His love? 
His hopes? His dreams? His ambitions? 

With all due respect, this is not 
about looking at the President's face. I 
know his face looks worried. Our faces 
look worried. It is not about looking at 
the President's face, and it is not about 
saving face. It is about saving lives. 
Peace through war makes about as 
much sense as heal th through sickness. 

It took 8 years into the Vietnam war 
to get 150 votes against it. Today, we 
will have more negative votes than 
that for this war yet to come. That is 
because there is a better way. It is 
called Gephardt-Hamilton. We have 
learned from Vietnam. It is good that 
we have, and we should not be ashamed 
that we have learned from Vietnam. 
We have totally isolated Iraq without a 
shot being fired. So stay the course and 
spare the United States the body bags, 
the tears, the terrorism, and the an
guish. Support Gephardt-Hamilton. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. PACKARD]. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I have 
determined that this debate comes 
down to one simple fact, that is, that 
Saddam Hussein will withdraw his 
troops from Kuwait faster with a load
ed and cocked gun at his head, than he 
will if we extend the sanctions. Let 
Members load and cock the gun, and 
then pray to God that we do not have 
to pull the trigger. 

I rise in strong support of the Solarz
Michel resolution. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield such time as she may 
consume to the gentlewoman from New 
Jersey [Mrs. ROUKEMA]. 

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of the Michel-Solarz resolu
tion and in opposition to Gephardt
Hamilton. 

I rise in support of the Michel-Solarz resolu
tion, endorsing the U.N. Resolution No. 678, 
giving President Bush authority in conjunction 
with our allies to use "all means necessary" to 
force Iraq from Kuwait and restore regional 
stability. 

And I do so with graver misgivings than 
most, having lost a son; not to war but to ill
ness. I know the everlasting anguish of the 
loss of a child. 

I have concluded that if we truly believe that 
we should walk the last mile for peace we 

should defeat the Gephardt-Hamilton resolu
tion and approve the Michel-Solarz resolution 
and possibly spare the anguish of loved ones 
having died because we lost our resolve. 

Choosing this last mile is not a clear choice, 
because fundamentally I believe that the sanc
tions are working and that a number of ave
nues remain open for dialog and diplomatic 
maneuver, while remaining true to our commit
ment to the international coalition and our prin
ciples. I do not see war as inevitable. 

I do see war as bringing about numerous 
consequences as yet unforeseen. Representa
tive HAMIL TON spoke cogently on this subject 
yesterday. 

These include an even more incendiary Mid
dle East. 

In other words, the tactics are debatable. 
But in this vote today, we must take the 

facts as they are where we are today. And the 
bold facts are: 

There was a failure last Wednesday in Ge
neva. 

The deadline adopted by the United Nations 
is looming. 

Secretary General de Cuellar is preparing to 
talk to Saddam again. 

Whether by design, by cynical calculation or 
by default, we have been maneuvered to this 
vote at the precise time when a negative vote 
will be viewed by the world community as in
eptitude. 

The United States will have lost credibility 
and we will have provoked a prolonged stale
mate and all-out war could be the only re
course. 

So we must endorse the U.S. action and 
when-in their collective judgment-the Presi
dent and the coalition attest to the need for 
force. 

Any miscalculation, on the President's part, 
will result in thousands of lives lost and pro
found economic and political consequences. 

And to President Bush, I say, God give· you 
the wisdom and compassion to bring about 
the New World order for which all Americans 
pray. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. LAGOMARSINO]. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in strong opposition to Gephardt
Hamil ton, and strong support for So
larz-Michel. 

Mr. Speaker, while I strongly support contin
ued, tough international sanctions against Iraq, 
I do not believe that sanctions alone will force 
Saddam Hussein to comply with the U.N. res
olutions. I rise in opposition to the Gephardt
Hamilton resolution. Let us not deceive our
selves, this resolution removes the threat of 
force, which apparently is the only action 
which will influence Saddam Hussein. This 
resolution does not strengthen sanctions or di
plomacy, it weakens them. It is very clear that 
if Saddam Hussein believes we will not use 
force, or if there is not a credible threat of 
force, he will never withdraw from Kuwait and 
will continue to directly threaten vital American 
national security interests. 

I agree that if nothing else in the world 
changes, over time, sanctions could provide 
enough pressure on Saddam Hussein to com
ply with the U.N. resolutions. But, all the other 

key factors that make sanctions effective will 
not remain the same. The realities of the 
world, which some are ignoring to make their 
case, clearly indicate that over time our coali
tion and our ability to enforce a tough embar
go will weaken whereas Iraq's position will not. 
Without the credible threat of force, time is on 
Saddam Hussein's side, not ours. That's re
ality. 

First, Iraq can hold out for a long time. Sad
dam has no problems denying resources to 
his people in order to maintain his aggressive, 
offensive military machine. His gestapo-style 
secret police will make sure that anyone who 
complains won't be around to ever complain 
again. The Iraqi people went without for 8 
years during a war with Iran. They are hard
ened. Further, Iraq has quite a self-sufficient 
agricultural sector, particularly in basic food
stuffs, meaning the Iraqi people are in no dan
ger of starving therefore removing a pressure 
on Saddam to change his ways. They are will
ing to go without some of life's conveniences 
rather than be shot. Remember, Iraq is not all 
desert like Kuwait, it is Mesopotamia, the cra
dle of many ancient and modern civilizations
the fertile crescent. 

While the embargo is denying Iraq spare 
parts for its weapons, without the very real, 
credible threat of force, Saddam doesn't need 
spares because he won't be using his weap
ons. Besides, lr:aq has billions of dollars in 
hard currency and gold looted from Kuwait to 
sustain illegal sanctions-busting, black-market 
trade for key goods. And, if thousands of 
years of history have taught us anything, the 
people of this region are extremely capable 
merchants able to overcome any obstacle. 

As I noted during yesterday's debate, the 
fact that many Soviet and Bulgarian techni
cians in Iraq have opted, despite the security 
threats, not to leave because they note there 
are more consumer goods and food in Bagh
dad than in Moscow or Sofia, indicates that 
sanctions are not totally effective. So too, is 
the fact that fresh kiwifruit, a perishable item 
not grown in Iraq, are available in Iraq and oc
cupied Kuwait. Hostages held in Kuwait af
firmed this to me. 

While I believe Iraq can hold out for some 
time, especially without the credible threat of 
the use of force which the Gephardt-Hamilton 
resolution removes, I believe the multiple pres
sures on our coalition mean we cannot. 

Today's sanctions are hurting the poorest 
countries and Eastern Europe's newest de
mocracies the most-more than they are hurt
ing Iraq. As I explained yesterday, the gulf sit
uation is an economic, and therefore becomes 
a political and social, disaster for the Third 
World and Eastern Europe's new, very fragile 
democracies. Do we want to see and can we 
afford failure in Eastern Europe coupled with 
revolutions, civil wars and new dictators in 
Asia, Africa, and Latin America-in other 
words a collapse of much of what we've re
cently achieved? 

In his chilling resignation speech before the 
Congress of People's Deputies, Soviet Foreign 
Minister Shevardnadze specifically noted the 
increasing opposition from powerful Soviet in
stitutions like the Red army to Soviet support 
for our gulf policy. Iraq was a key source of 
trade and hard currency for the Soviets. With 
all the other serious problems they are facing, 
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how long can the reformists in the Soviet 
Union continue to be cooperative with us and 
the United Nations? 

Similarly, over time, vulnerable countries like 
Syria and Jordan which cannot sustain the 
embargo may become lax in enforcing it or 
abandon it altogether, making sanctions even 
far less effective. 

While the coalition against Iraq is a multi
national one, because we are a superpower 
that is looked up to by most, we naturally play 
a leadership role. But, if we are unwilling to 
back the U.N. resolutions and our own na
tional security interests, we signal that we are 
a weak leader and the coalition, therefore also 
the effectiveness of sanctions and diplomacy, 
crumble. 

As we wait for sanctions to work, Saddam 
can rest and better prepare his armies. Like all 
tyrants, he will deny his people resources to 
ensure his armies remain strong. And, when 
sanctions don't force him to leave by some 
later deadline, we'll face an even stronger 
Iraqi army with, perhaps, less international 
support. The expense of waiting through high
er American casualties is ours. 

For example, in overrunning Kuwait, Iraq 
was able to seize advanced American-made 
Hawk antiaircraft missiles. These are just like 
some of the missiles we have deployed in 
Saudi Arabia to protect our forces. We believe 
that at this time, Iraq has not had the time to 
learn how to operate the Hawk system effec
tively. But, Iraqi technicians are not stupid. In 
time they will master the system and correct 
Iraq's weakness in medium-range and high-al
titude air defense. We know how good the 
Hawk system is and our pilots don't want to 
have to fly against it. As we wait for sanctions 
to bite, the chances of confronting the deadly 
Hawks only increase. Those who say we 
should engage in an air war if there are hos
tilities by voting for Gephart may well mean 
more pilots will be lost. 

Further, by waiting withoµt threatening force, 
we still have to keep sufficient forces in the 
area. That means we must rotate troops. The 
only way to accomplish this is to either call up 
hundreds of thousands of reserves or 
reinstitute the draft. Both of these are very un
popular actions that will hurt our economy, in
crease our budget deficit, and reduce domes
tic programs like education, housing, and drug 
control while, once again, increasing defense 
spending. 

The only chances for peace that the �G�e�~� 
hardt-Hamilton resolution increases are for a 
bad one. History has proven that a bad peace 
always results in a war, often a far bloodier 
and costly one. I wish we didn't have to threat
en to use force, no one wants a military �o�~� 
tion, particularly me. I wish we could just sit 
back and let sanctions and diplomacy alone 
work. But, they will not and the costs of not 
providing a very real and credible threat of 
force are too high. The choice before us today 
is not war or peace. War is not inevitable. 
With the resolutions before us both alter
natives are possible. However, I continue to 
strongly believe that House Joint Resolution 
62, the bipartisan Solarz-Michel-Broomfield
Fascell resolution has the best chance of fos
tering a peaceful solution whereas the �G�e�~� 
hardt-Hamilton resolution lessens the chances 
that Saddam will seek peace and increases 

the chances that we will pay a much higher 
price for war. 

The final decision as to whether there shall 
be war or peace lies with Saddam Hussein. 
To paraphrase Winston Churchill's comments 
about the aggressive actions of Hitler, "If (he) 
does not want war, then there will be no war. 
Therefore, if war should come, there can be 
no doubt upon whose head the blood guilti
ness will fall." While Churchill's comments 
refer to Hitler and events earlier this century, 
they are very applicable to Saddam Hussein 
and his actions today. 

The decisions before us today are very hard 
and very trying. Yet, I urge my colleagues to 
seriously consider all of the factors and all of 
the real costs today and into the future. The 
best chance for achieving our goals peacefully 
is not the Gephardt-Hamilton resolution, but 
the Solarz-Michel-Broomfield-Fascell resolu
tion. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. HENRY]. 

Mr. HENRY. Mr. Speaker, I oppose 
the Gephardt resolution because it un
dermines, rather than enhances, pros
pects for a peaceful resolution to the 
conflict in the Persian Gulf. To adopt 
the Gephardt resolution sends Saddam 
Hussein the wrong message. The world 
community of nations has been waiting 
5 months for Saddam Hussein to dem
onstrate the slightest inclination of 
being willing to withdraw from Kuwait. 
Any lack of resolve by this House to 
stand by the U.N. Resolution 678 can 
only be interpreted by him as capitula
tion and retreat on the terms of the 
resolution itself. 

Look at the consequences, Mr. 
Speaker: Saddam Hussein will claim it 
as a victory, and he will only believe 
that our having postponed once, we 
will postpone yet again. Be it 30 days 
or 60 days or half a year from now, we 
will be faced with the same decision. 
But meanwhile, the moral resolve of 
the community of nations, its diplo
matic unity, and its military position 
will have been put at risk while we 
wait. 

We will present to the world the pic
ture of a nation divided, divided in its 
support of the President's policy and 
divided in support of the U.N. resolu
tion. 

The morale of our troops in the gulf 
will potentially be undermined as they 
seek to interpret the meaning of this 
resolution. Prospects of extended tours 
of duty in the gulf are f creed on them
selves and their families at home. 

The safety of our troops in the gulf 
will have been put at risk. 

Forthcoming changes in the climatic 
patterns in the gulf are adverse to the 
military situation in the alliance. They 
will be straddled in an announced de
fensive posture while subject to offen
sive attack. 

This resolution puts the United 
States at odds with the community of 
nations itself. The Senate has rejected 
the resolution just shortly sometime 

ago. Now history looks at the House of 
Representatives. Will it point to this 
House in this moment as the place and 
time where the attempt of the world 
community of nations to order its af
fairs in a post-cold-war era was cast 
into the abyss? 

Mr. Speaker, I do not seek war. I do 
not even want to resort to military ac
tion in the gulf. This resolution not 
only undermines the judgment of the 
world community as to just how such a 
conflict can be avoided, but it also un
dermines the means by which such a 
resort to force can be hopeful of suc
cess should it be required. 

Oppose the Gephardt resolution, my 
colleagues. Stand firm with our Presi
dent. Stand firm with the alliance. 
Stand firm for the principle of the rule 
of law between nations, and stand firm 
on behalf of steps which history has 
taught us to be the best means of keep
ing the peace. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. AUCOIN. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. AUCOIN. Mr. Speaker, is it in 
order under the rules of the House to 
refer to statements of Members of the 
other body, or to actions taken within 
the other body? 

The SPEAKER. It is possible under 
the rules of the House to refer to a vote 
taken in the other body, but not to 
characterize the vote by statements of 
approval or disapproval. 

Mr. AUCOIN. I thank the chair. 
Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 

Speaker, was the gentleman referring 
to the fact that the Senate has just de
feated the Gephardt amendment? 

Mr. TORRICELI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. RAY]. 

Mr. RAY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in oppo
sition to the Hamil ton-Gephardt reso
lution and in support of the Michel-So
larz resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe our economic alter
natives have expired in the Persian Gulf Re
gion. I recently met with several former hos
tages, including Miles Hoffman from Colum
bus, GA, the only American wounded by Iraqi 
soldiers. The hostages described to me the 
failure in a policy of economic sanctions. They 
talked of food and other supplies entering Iraq 
unrestricted from Jordan and Iran. We also 
discussed the fact that other sympathetic 
countries like Libya are sending hard currency 
to Saddam enabling him to buy needed 
goods. One hostage described Iraq's growing 
agricultural capability-complete with irrigation 
facilities. Finally, they told me of their luscious 
Thanksgiving Dinner-turkey with all the trim
mings. 

Mr. Speaker, does that sound like a country 
suffering at the hands of serious economic 
sanctions that are stripping it bare of basic ne
cessities? 

Saddam Hussein and his army are not suf
fering from these sanctions, nor will they be
cause they will continue to plunder, rape, and 
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pilfer all that they must from Kuwait to main
tain themselves. In addition, as fellow Arabs 
grow ever more sympathetic to Saddam, they 
will continue to help Saddam get what he 
needs. 

Mr. Speaker, we gave Iraq an ultimatum
their time has come due. 

0 1210 
Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. HALL]. 

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in the midst of the most important de
bate in my 1 O years in Congress. We have al
ready heard many excellent arguments on 
both sides of this vital issue, and I appreciate 
the honest views of my colleagues. As for me, 
I intend to support the President and the U.N. 
resolutions, not because I want war, but be
cause I want a genuine peace. 

I'm sure we can all agree that President 
Bush and Secretary of State Jim Baker have 
done an excellent job in bringing the inter
national community together in joint con
demnation of Iraq's invasion of Kuwait. As a 
matter of fact, I feel that Secretary of State 
James Baker will always be remembered as 
one who went the last mile, always cool and 
courteous, always professional, and always 
there. Who could have dreamed that he could 
pull the U.N. members together-even Syria 
and Egypt? This Secretary of State brings to 
mind the Cordell Hull image of the 1930's and 
early 1940's. 

As I agonized over this historic vote, I keep 
coming back to where we are now. Not last 
August or September-but now. Our troops 
are in the desert now. They were there when 
I arrived on the scene. They were there when 
the entire Congress came on the scene. If I 
were President, I probably would not have 
sent ground forces to Saudi Arabia. Instead, I 
would have used air and sea power and our 
technological advantages to protect the Per
sian Gulf from further unprovoked aggression. 
As Gen. Douglas MacArthur put it, "The object 
of war is victory." If hostilities begin, let's learn 
from Korea and Vietnam, and allow the mili
tary to fight the war. The shortest war spawns 
the fewest casualties. These would be my ac
tions based on what I know. Granted, I am not 
in command of the information that our Chief 
Executive has. 

Therefore, I doni know all of the relevant 
factors involved in the President's decision to 
send a large contingent of ground forces. If I 
trust in the judgment of the President, if I be
lieve he is sound of mind, that he is a patriot, 
and I do, then I must accept that he has made 
the right decision. I would ask my colleagues, 
how would you feel if you were a young sol
dier sitting in a puptent in that remote desert, 
and you picked up a copy of the "Stars and 
Stripes" newspaper, only to read that the Con
gress did not support your Commander in 
Chief? 

I honestly believe that the policy of ap
peasement and delay is, in fact, a policy which 
in the end leads to even greater suffering and 
death. As a veteran of World War II, I cannot 
help but remember the words of Prime Min
ister Neville Chamberlain upon his return from 
his ill-fated peace negotiations with Adolf Hit
ler, and I quote Mr. Chamberlain, who said, 

"For the second time in our history a British 
�P�r�.�i�m�~� Minister has returned from Germany 
bnngmg peace with honor. I believe it is peace 
for our time. Go home and get a nice quiet 
sleep." Mr. Speaker, I and many others did 
get a nice sleep that night. Yes Mr. Chamber
lain delayed the war-but he magnified the 
loss. In looking the other way then, the world 
allowed a madman to consume Europe, and 
before it was over, millions paid for this tragic 
mistake with their lives. 

Mr. Speaker, it is indeed appropriate for 
Congress to meet here today to debate this 
issue. The Constitution empowers this body 
with the responsibility to decide when this Na
tion goes to war, and we shouldn't shrink from 
our constitutional duty. Let us decide today
not 6 months or 1 year from now-to put a 
stop to Saddam Hussein's ambitions before he 
descends on more of his neighbors, before his 
neighbors-little countries who have supported 
the U.N. resolutions condemning Iraq-have 
the sinking feeling that we are not going to call 
Iraq's hand. Then they will have no alternative 
but to fall in line behind Saddam, and we will 
have created a monster on that desert that will 
have the financial resources to buy the 
�w�o�r�l�~�a�n�d� the thirst to consume it. 

I cannot do less than support our troops 
over in the desert, by supporting their Com
mander in Chief here at home. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. LEVINE]. 

Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, what justifies the 
threat of force against Saddam Hus
sein? It is Saddam Hussein's record of 
brutal aggression, combined with his 
nuclear, chemical, and biological weap
ons capability and the threat that 
poses to the United States and to the 
entire world. 

American force is not justified by the 
need to liberate Kuwait. That is a valid 
objective and it is one that can and 
should be an integral part of any reso
lution of this crisis. 

The threat to oil does not justify the 
use of force. That is precisely the type 
of threat best effected by an embargo. 

The new world order which we want 
to achieve is a result which should be 
achieved by diplomacy, not force; but 
what cannot be achieved by diplomacy 
or sanctions alone, is our ability to de
feat Saddam's increased ability to uti
lize chemical, biological, and nuclear 
weapons, which weapons he could, and 
undoubtedly would, use to blackmail 
the United States and any other coun
try in the world. · 

We must be willing to act now or face 
the grave risk of Saddam's nuclear 
weapons to the Nation and to the 
world. 

Unfortunately, many have followed a 
policy of wishful thinking toward Sad
dam Hussein. Many never believed that 
Saddam would invade Iran, and he did. 
Many never believed that Saddam 
would use chemical weapons for the 

first time since World War I, and he 
did. 

Many never believed that Saddam 
would use chemical weapons against 
his own people, and he did. 

Many never believed that Saddam 
would be able to extend the range of 
Soviet-made missiles to hit Tehran 
and he did. ' 

Many never believed he would invade 
and annex and rape Kuwait, and he did. 

Some now say he will not have nu
clear weapons for 5 to 10 years, despite 
strong and credible evidence of a much 
shorter timeframe. We have dan
gerously deluded ourselves about his 
capacity, and as much as we would like 
sanctions to force Saddam out of Ku
wait, that is wishful thinking, too. 
Sanctions alone to date have accom
plished nothing. 

Sanctions did not convince Saddam 
Hussein to halt his drive to the. Ku
waiti border. 

Sanctions have not kept oil flowing. 
Sanctions did not convince Saddam 

Hussein's emissary to negotiate in 
good faith with Secretary of State 
Baker earlier this week, and sanctions 
did not tell Saddam Hussein to release 
his hostages. Saddam released foreign 
hostages not because of sanctions, but 
because of his cynical attempt to un
dermine the entire Arab coalition. 

I ask my colleagues, my friends who 
would argue we should give sanctions 
more time, when will we have given 
them enough time? Will we have given 
sanctions enough time when the Iraqi 
chemical stockpile has tripled in size? 

Will sanctions have run their course 
once Baghdad has a nuclear bomb? 

I deeply regret this conclusion, but 
saying we need more time for sanctions 
is an excuse for doing nothing. We can 
engage in wishful thinking that short
ages of imported goods will bring Sad
dam to his knees, but in a dictatorship 
where opponents to Saddam are shot 
for expressing a divergent view and 
whose agricultural bounty extends 
from the Tigris to the Euphrates, sanc
tions will discomfort the civilian popu
lation, but they will not bring Saddam 
Hussein to his knees and they will not 
force Saddam out of Kuwait. 

We must not pull the rug out from 
under the international coalition at 
one minute before midnight. 

Whatever has been accomplished to 
date has been accomplished precisely 
because Saddam began to believe that 
the United States and the inter
national community were prepared to 
use force to respond to his aggression. 

Philosopher Michael Walzer writing 
in The New Republic states, and I ask 
you to listen to this quote: 

The embargo is aimed * * * at Iraq's mili
tary-industrial capacity. But Sa.ddam can let 
his capacity run down indefinitely so long as 
he is sure he will not be attacked. Hence the 
effectiveness of an embargo depends on a 
credible threat to fight. At some point Sad
dam must yield or we must fight. If he 
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doesn't yield and we don't fight, the victory 
will be his. 

A vote, my friends, today for Hamil
ton-Gephardt will strip the President 
of the ability to credibly threaten the 
use of force in support of sanctions. It 
will send a clear message that the Con
gress does not stand behind the U .N. 
resolution and that our policy is one of 
sanctions alone. It will convince Sad
dam that he can remain in Kuwait as 
long as he wants. 

Based upon my . conversations with 
our soldiers in the field, we know it 
will have a devastating impact on the 
morale of our forces. 

At this point, this vote will deter
mine whether our Nation has the will 
to resist the dictator's aggression, or 
whether we will continue to engage in 
a policy of wishful thinking. 

If we really want sanctions to work, 
if we want a real chance to avoid con
flict, Congress must reject this amend
ment and instead pass the Solarz
Michel amendment. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. DE LA GARZA]. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, my 
colleagues, arriving at this point in the 
discussion of this issue has been very 
difficult and painful. I would like to re
spectfully share with you my views at 
this time. I support the President, I 
support the troops in Operation Desert 
Shield, but I am deeply disturbed at 
the events and the persons who have 
led us to this point in our history. I 
have and will continue to support our 
troops and will support all efforts to 
give them the necessary tools to fulfill 
their mission. Having said that, the 
most important support we can give 
them is to do our utmost to keep them 
from having to use those tools. 

I am not prepared at this time to ac
cept the fact that all of the resources 
of the free world through the United 
Nations have failed in this instance 
and the only recourse is war-what a 
shame, how sad if this is true, that in 
1991 the world admits failure for a 
peaceful, diplomatic resolution of the 
Kuwait affair. I support the United Na
tions resolutions, that's no problem, 
but do you know what they say? Get 
the Iraqi troops out of Kuwait, that's 
all they say. I now ask, is the Emir of 
Kuwait worth dying for? No. Is the 
Emir of Kuwait worth one American 
life? No. I condemn the actions of Mr. 
Saddam Hussein, and I agree he is a 
menace to that area of the world and 
possibly beyond. I think that what he 
has done should not be the order of the 
day, but under the U.N. resolutions we 
drive him out of Kuwait, that's all they 
say, what then, what have we gained? 
They do not speak of chemical weapons 
or nuclear weapons, all they say is he's 
a bad guy and should be driven out of 
Kuwait. Having done that, what have 
we gained, I respectfully ask? 

The Hamilton-Gephardt resolution 
does not prohibit the President from 
acting. All it says is, should all fail, 
then Mr. President, you tell us that's 
the case and we will act together, 
that's all it says, let us do it together. 
Mr. President, as the elected represent
atives of the people, is that too much 
to ask? I support you, Mr. President, 
but my conscience and my district de
mand that we give peace a chance first, 
should that not be humanly possible 
and war is the ultimate need, I will be 
with you, and pray that it be achieved 
with the least loss of life possible, for 
it will be our young people in great 
part that will bear the burden. God 
bless and protect them. With all my 
mind, body and soul, I pray that what 
we do here today be worthy of our serv
ice as representatives of the people of 
the United States, our troops abroad 
and our own conscience. Thank you. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Flor
ida [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time and commend him for what 
he has done on this resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, we all support the 
President. We support his goals. We 
want Iraq out of Kuwait and we want, 
frankly, most of us, if not all of us, to 
get rid of Saddam Hussein one way or 
the other; but the Solarz resolution is 
not right. It does not meet the con
stitutional test for which we swore an 
oath of office to uphold that Constitu
tion. 

It is not a declaration of war. If we 
are going to go to war, make the Presi
dent do exactly what the Constitution 
calls for, not a back door open-ended 
blank check to do it at his decision, at 
his time, but the people's time, the 
time when it is right, not the time he 
decides. 

Second of all, we, none of us, have 
enough information. Do we know how 
long this war might be anybody's 
guesstimate in the Defense Depart
ment? 

Do we know how many bodies may 
come back, how much of a casualty 
count there will be by the Defense De
partment estimate? 

Do we know what the cost will be? 
The gentleman from California [Mr. 
PANE'ITA] says they will not even tell 
us. Is that fair for you to make the 
most important decision of your ca
reers, your lives, affecting your neigh
bor's children, husbands, and wives, 
based on no information? 

Third of all, it is premature. Diplo
macy has not been given its final 
chance. We have to go every extra 
mile, as the President has said, in the 
quest of peace. Walk another extra 
mile, I say to the President, before he 
commits young Americans to death, 
because that is what war is. They are 
not disconnected. 

War is death. People will die, our 
young sons and daughters and hus
bands and wives. 

The sanctions are working. This non
sense that they are not working is not 
true at all. 
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He is weaker. Testimony from our 

own Defense Department has said he is 
weaker. His airplanes, his aircraft are 
less capable of flying today than they 
were 4 and 5 months ago. 

Would you rather face an enemy who 
is weaker, and more capable of being 
won over rapidly than doing it now 
when he is more capable? 

War will bring terrorism. Mark my 
words, the surge of terrorism will be on 
the battlefield of the world, not just in 
Iraq. 

Anybody who thinks that the battle 
is going to be in Kuwait or Iraq is de
luding themselves. 

This man is a lunatic, and he will 
blow up any object that he wants to get 
at Americans. That means we are all at 
risk. 

The last thing we want to do is to 
prematurely go to war. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, we have an ob
ligation to others, our allies in the re
gion, our friends; but we have an obli
gation to ourselves and to our service
men and women. 

I would rather that they sweated in 
the desert than be buried in that 
desert. 

Mr. Speaker, would it not be ironic if 
the new world order touted by this 
President has as its first act the act of 
war? How sad, how wrong for America, 
and its moral leadership. 

If the time comes to go to war, then 
we will go to war, but we should all be 
assured that everything short of war 
has been done. The Gephardt-Hamilton 
resolution allows us to do that with the 
resolve for the President to continue to 
have the military option. 

You should vote for it and vote 
against the Solarz resolution. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the distinguished major
ity whip, the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. GRAY]. 

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, in August, 
when the first American troops were 
sent to the Persian Gulf, Americans op
posed the brutal invasion of Kuwait by 
Saddam Hussein. 

They knew we had to halt Iraq's im
perialism, free our hostages, safeguard 
the world's vital oil reserves, and pro
tect our allies in the region from fur
ther naked aggression. 

Americans also knew what a threat 
Saddam Hussein was to world peace. He 
used chemical weapons on his people, 
practiced genocide on the Kurds, and in 
Iraq political opposition can be found 
only in the cemeteries. 

That is why I-and practically all 
Members of Congress-supported the 
President's decision to send troops to 
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Saudi Arabia, and then to use sanc
tions. In August, we voted to impose 
sanctions 416-0. In October, we voted 
380-29 to support the policy of Desert 
Shield. 

Today, however, this successful pol
icy is on the brink of major change. 

The administration now wants to 
change "Desert Shield" into "Desert 
Spear." 

They want our approval to launch of
fensive military action of an unspec
ified nature-at an unspecified time. 

In short: A Presidential declaration 
of war. 

Why change policy now? 
Is it to stop aggression? 
We have stopped Iraq, protected 

Saudi Arabia and our other allies in 
the region, and protected world oil sup
plies. 

Is it to defend democracy? 
Hardly, since Kuwait is no democ

racy. Neither is Saudi Arabia, or Syria. 
Forget lofty ideals. Let's be prac

tical. 
Is it to protect oil and our way of 

life? 
Iraq and Kuwait combined have only 

20 percent of the world's oil reserves; 80 
percent are located elsewhere. And it 
we developed an alternate energy pol
icy and eliminated gas guzzling cars 
and boats we wouldn't need dipstick-di
plomacy. 

Let's do that, and let Saddam Hus
sein drown in his own oil. 

Is it to send a diplomatic signal of re
solve and strength? 

But sending a signal implies some
body's there to receive it. He hasn't 
gotten the signal yet-not from 400,000 
troops and two U.N. resolutions. What 
makes us think he will get it from this 
vote today? 

Let us not fool ourselves. The vote 
today is not to send a signal. It's on 
whether we want a declaration of war. 

What about the new coalition? 
We'll have partners, right? 
Only if we mistake words for deeds. 
Japan draws 70 percent of its oil from 

the Middle East. It has contributed 
about $400 million to Desert Shield. All 
our allies combined have paid about 
$4.3 billion of the $30 billion Desert 
Shield will cost. 

One foreign official talked to us 
about the strength of our allies' com
mitment. 

He said: 
The Syrians, Saudis, and Egyptians want 

Saddam Hussein defeated swiftly, decisively, 
elegantly. But if it doesn't come quickly, 
they're willing to fight-to the last Amer
ican. 

Will the coalition hold together for 
another year while we allow sanctions 
to take effect? 

Our allies have kept their troops 
home, and their money in the bank. 
Are we now to believe they will even 
cut off the words? 

If we can coalesce for war, why not 
peace? 

At some time we may well have to 
use force in Kuwait. But we haven't ex
hausted our diplomatic options. Not 
yet. One meeting-even 6 hours long
is not enough. 

My colleagues, here is the central 
issue. Should we change from Desert 
Shield to Desert Spear? 

Is that the national-and inter
national-consensus? 

Let us stick with the current policy. 
It prevented Saddam Hussein from 

going into Saudi Arabia. 
It is weakening his arsenal. 
It is draining his treasury. 
Let us stay the course. 
"Genius," a French philosopher once 

wrote, "is nothing but a greater 
apptitude for patience." 

Nations of great genius exhibit great 
patience. 

Let's not sacrifice lives on the altar 
of impatience. 

Let's not lose lives because we didn't 
want to lose time. 

Vote for Hamilton-Gephardt. 
Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

21/2 minutes to the gentleman from Wis
consin [Mr. OBEY]. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, there are 
four reasons today to vote for Hamil
ton-Gephardt. First is that the Michel 
resolution itself is a declaration of war 
without actually admitting it. It puts 
the trigger in the President's fingers 
and it says, "You decide." 

Do not vote to ask American troops 
to make the ultimate sacrifice unless 
you are willing to go home and admit 
that squarely. 

Second, the problem is that the 
Michel proposal authorizes war before 
we have to. Do not ask our soldiers to 
put their lives at risk until there is ab
solutely no other possibility left. 

Surely we are not yet at that point. 
We have time. 

The President's supporters say this is 
not Vietnam, and they are absolutely 
right; but neither is it Munich. Iraq is 
no Germany, and if war occurs, Sad
dam will learn that in days whether we 
attack now or later. George Bush has 
already prevented another Munich. 
Saddam has already been stopped. We 
have time. 

Third, if we attack, the Middle East 
would become what we have always 
feared it would be: A radicalized, polar
ized cauldron in both the Palestinian 
and Moslem worlds, seething with ha
tred, and that hatred will be directed 
at us and it will not just be confined to 
the region. 

The costs will be enormous abroad 
and at home. You had better be pre
pared to pay them. 

And that is my last point: Do not 
vote to strike up the band today unless 
you are willing to face the music after
ward. Do not vote to create a new gen
eration of veterans of foreign wars un
less you are willing to pick up the full 
cost of caring for their heal th needs, 
caring for their family support needs, 

and all the other attendant needs that 
they will experience. 

Last, let me simply say that a lot of 
you do not like to vote for foreign aid .. 
Well, if you vote for the Michel resolu
tion today, you had better be prepared 
to vote for a lot of it. 
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You had better be prepared to sup

port the billions and billions in new 
Presidential requests which you will 
see over the next decade. You had also 
better be prepared to vote for the taxes 
to pay for the war upon which we are 
about to embark. 

Mr. Speaker, I beg you to not just 
add the cost to the deficit because a 
bookkeeping gimmick allows us to. 
Our economy cannot afford it, and our 
self-respect should not allow it. 

I would ask my colleagues last of all 
to remember not just the President's 
face, but to remember the faces of all 
of the people we know who are now on 
the front lines who may be asked to 
make the ultimate sacrifice. 

When I was in the chair last night, I 
made a list of the people who I knew 
personally or who I have met from my 
own area in the last 6 months who are 
now in Saudi Arabia. I thought of the 
vice president of the central labor body 
in my own hometown of Wausau. I 
thought of kids I met from Sheboygan, 
Milwaukee, Stevens Point, Superior, 
and literally a dozen other places in 
my own State. I thought of the class
mate of my own son here at Yorktown 
High School in Arlington. That is who 
I think of before I vote. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues 
today, for God's sake, remember: The 
choice is not whether we have to go to 
war. It is whether we have to go to war 
now. Give us more time. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Flor
ida [Mr. PETERSON]. 

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I come to the well today for 
the first time in my career. I do it at 
a time most grave for this Nation, and 
I rise in support of the only resolution 
that makes any sense, the Hamilton
Gephardt resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I do this with a special 
perspective, a 26-year military veteran, 
7 of which were in sustained combat. 
So, I know what these troops are doing 
over there, and I have great respect for 
their perseverance, for their capabili
ties, for their professionalism, because 
if we go to war, our troops will win a 
decisive battle. No doubt. 

But the Gephardt-Hamilton resolu
tion is not a lollipop. It is a tough reso
lution. It supports our President re
gardless of what has been said. It sup
ports the constitutional way this gov
ernment works. It supports our troops 
in the gulf, too, because we say, "Hey, 
one single attack, and you've been had, 
Mr. Saddam Hussein." It secures the 
Saudi borders for the same reason. But 
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it encourages, it insists, that the Presi
dent continue diplomatic efforts and 
that he does exhaust every effort to 
find a way to find a peaceful solution 
to this conflict. · 

It does not give war-making powers 
to the President, and the reason we are 
not doing that is because the President 
can only commit forces. The President 
cannot commit the Nation. Only this 
body, by this Constitution, can commit 
this Nation to war. 

The Tonkin Gulf resolution is experi
ence enough. The reasons for that reso
lution were great. It fell apart because 
we committed troops. We did not com
mit our Nation to that exercise, and it 
destroyed this Nation. It split it apart. 
Let us not do that again. 

I vowed when I sat in Hanoi that I 
would never allow anyone to persuade 
me to send troops into battle without 
the backing of the American people, 
and I am not going to do it today. I 
will never do it, and I ask my col
leagues today to vote for the only reso-
1 u tion that stays on the line of the 
Constitution, the Hamilton-Gephardt 
resolution. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 21/2 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker and colleagues, each 
time that I step on this floor to cast a 
vote for a half million Missourians, I 
feel somewhat inadequate to the re
sponsibility of being their voice and 
their vote. I never feel informed 
enough, I never feel prepared enough, 
and I never feel wise enough. 

Today, for obvious reasons, I espe
cially feel that way. 

The Saturday after Thanksgiving I 
was eating lunch in a McDonald's with 
my 20-year-old son, Matt, not too far 
from this Chamber. A woman, a strang
er, approached us as we were eating, 
and she said, "You're a Senator or 
something; aren't you?" 

I said, "Yes." 
I let it pass. 
She said, "I want to talk to you." she 

said, "You see, my son and his wife are 
in the Army in the Persian Gulf," and 
then she began to cry, and then her 
tears turned to sobs. I tried to console 
her, but she could not get control of 
herself, and finally she just had to turn 
and leave. 

We cannot and we should not decide 
the policy of our country in the gulf 
standing just in her shoes, but I believe 
we have got to be able to look that 
woman and all like her, and husbands 
as well, in the eye and say that before 
we send their children to war that we 
have done everything in our power to 
reach our goals without war. In my 
heart and mind we cannot say that yet 
today. 

When we started sanctions, we knew 
that it would take longer, rather than 
sooner, for them to achieve their goal. 
But I say to my colleagues that these 
are the most powerful and effective 
sanctions in the history of the world. 

With more that 50 of our warships in 
the region, three of our aircraft car
riers, we have made over 6,000 intercep
tions of questionable vessels; 800 times 
our sailors have boarded and stopped 
questionable ships. Thirty-five times 
we have diverted ships from their des
tination and sent them somewhere 
else, and many, many times we have 
sent shots over the top of the ships 
that we have wanted to stop. 

Only we have begun to lose patience 
with the policy of sanctions that is 
clearly having its intended effect. Op
ponents say that they will never work 
alone. They say they will never work 
fast enough, they will never keep 
enough pressure on Saddam Hussein 
politically to leave. Opponents say that 
if we do not use force now, then we 
have told the world that we have cut 
and run. 

Mr. Speaker, that is what they said 
about the sanctions applied to !di 
Amin, to Trujillo, to Somoza, and to 
Daniel Ortega. 
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But history shows that even brutal 
dictators have been toppled and de
feated by sanctions. Sanctions are 
force. Sanctions are effective. Sanc
tions require rightful contributions 
from our allies, and, yes, sanctions suc
ceed, as these are succeeding, and sanc
tions 'Xill leave us better able in the 
end to resume the wars we must fight 
here at home, wars against drugs and 
crime, wars against proverty and dis
ease, and the war to rebuild our eco
nomic strength. 

Now, the debate of words and ideas is 
about to end, and we are about to have 
the chance. to decide. Whatever our de
cision, we will leave this room today 
one again and whole again. If we vote 
for war today-and I hope that we will 
not-this Congress and this country 
must close ranks, not because that 
makes war inevitable but because di
plomacy and sanctions and inter
national pressure thankfully still have 
time to work. But if that fateful deci
sion is made, let us also be united in 
our prayers. 

I pray for the President, for his judg
ment, for his wisdom, and for whatever 
decision and whatever course he will 
decide. Most of all, all of us pray for 
our young people, for our soldiers scan
ning the lonely sand-blown horizons. 
We pray for the pilots flying their 
fighters above the Arabian Sea. We 
pray for the sailors and the ground 
forces, and we pray, all of us, with all 
our hearts, for their safe return to 
America, the country that loves them 
and deeply appreciates the sacrifice 
they are prepared to make. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
EDWARDS]. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield such time as he may 

consume to the gentleman from Indi
ana [Mr. BURTON]. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong support of the bipartisan Solarz
Michel amendment. And I do so with a great 
sense of responsibility, as we all must feel 
here today. This is indeed one of those his
toric occasions when we are called upon to 
perform our ultimate duty, to our constituents, 
and to our Nation. The responsibility weighs 
heavy on our shoulders, but we cannot shrink 
from it. 

This debate, and the votes we will cast, are 
momentous indeed. But the resolution I sup
port is not a declaration of war. Let us be very 
clear about that. It is rather a vote to stand 
firm, stand tall, and stand together, as one na
tion. It is a vote to give our President the sup
port he has asked for, the support he de
serves, the support he needs. At this critical 
moment for our country, and for the world, we 
have been called upon to give the President of 
the United States the authority he requires to 
meet this great challenge. Yes, Congress 
does have a constitutional prerogative. But we 
must exercise that prerogative soberly and re
sponsibly. 

If anything, a yes vote on Solarz-Michel is 
the best chance to avoid war. For only if Sad
dam Hussein sees unity and resolve on our 
side, will he finally understand that he has no 
choice. Only a credible threat will force him to 
yield. If we fail to send that unequivocal mes
sage, Iraq might miscalculate once again. 
Saddam may conclude that we lack the will to 
use force, and that if he stays put, his illegal 
occupation will stand. If you don't believe that. 
ask President Ozal of Turkey. He knows the 
Iraqis very well. He shares a border with them. 
His forces have 1 O Iraqi divisions pinned down 
on that border. He is quoted in this morning's 
Washington Times as saying that it is crucial 
that we "send the right message * * * only 
* * * Congress can convince (Hussein) that 
the Bush administration is now authorized to 
use force to evict him." Mr. Speaker, that real
ization on the part of Saddam Hussein may be 
our best chance to avoid war. That's why it is 
so crucial that we do the right thing here, and 
give the President the support he asked us 
for. 

During the past few months, we have heard 
much discussion centering on one small ques
tion: Why are we in the gulf? 

The answer to this question is crucial in 
terms of this debate. What indeed is this con
flict all about? Well, first let's determine what 
it is not about. Oil is certainly a consideration, 
but it is not the primary consideration. We 
have other sources of energy. And it is high 
time that we developed a real independence 
of Arab oil. 

It is not even about Kuwait, and it is cer
tainly not about democracy. Kuwait was a be
nevolent dictatorship, but it was a dictatorship. 
So is Saudi Arabia. It is not about human 
rights. Unfortunately, human rights abuses are 
rampant throughout the Arab world, and in so 
many other countries, like Cuba, Ethiopia, and 
Afghanistan. 

The fact remains however, that we do have 
a vital stake in this confrontation. Our national 
interests really are at stake. For Kuwait is only 
the beginning. If Saddam Hussein is allowed 
to prevail, what kind of world will we live in? 
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If Saddam stays in Kuwait, he will undoubtedly 
become the leader of the Arab world. His �a�~� 
petite for conquest and intimidation will grow. 
Other dictators will be encouraged. Instability 
in the world will be rampant. 

We and our allies will be affected. Saddam 
Hussein will increase his arsenal of nuclear 
and chemical weapons, and he will use them, 
make no mistake about it. The threat lies not 
necessarily in what will happen tomorrow, but 
what will happen the day after tomorrow, if we 
do not act now. Winston Churchill put it best: 

Want of foresight, unwillingness to act 
when action would be simple and effective, 
lack of clear thinking, confusion of counsel 
until the emergency comes, until self-preser
vation strikes its jarring gong-these are the 
features which constitute the endless repeti
tion of history. 

Mr. Speaker, this is the history that we must 
avoid, because our children will pay the price. 

I would just like to interject one note of cau
tion into his debate-for those, whether in Eu
rope, in the Arab world, or anywhere else, 
who think we should "give" something to Sad
dam, who think we should press Israel to 
make concessions. We must continue to cat
egorically reject linkage. It is unconscionable 
that Israel be made a victim of this crisis. Of 
course we want to solve the Palestinian prob
lem. So do the Israelis. 

All the Arabs have to do is accept Israel's 
existence. Egypt recognized the state of Is
rael. In return, they got every inch of the Sinai 
Desert, although Israel won that territory in a 
war of self defense. All problems in the Middle 
East can be addressed, but the solutions must 
be based on rationality and goodwill. 

To those who oppose this bipartisan �a�~� 
proach, I say this: I respect your view. I know 
we all want the same thing. But please, 
please, ask yourselves this question: What is 
the cost of waiting? 

Ask yourselves these questions: 
Can we afford to wait? 
Can our men and women continue to sit in 

the desert, away from their loved ones, and in 
many cases away from their jobs and studies 
here at home? 

Can our coalition stand the erosion of �s�u�~� 
port that may come in the interim? 

Can the Kuwaiti people continue to suffer 
from the horrible atrocities they have been 
subjected to? 

Can our allies-Egypt, Israel, Turkey-con
tinue to suffer the damage to their economies 
caused by the protraction of this crisis? 

Can we wait around while a vicious, blood
thirsty dictator holds the world at bay? 

Can we wait around while Saddam makes a 
mockery of civilized norms of behavior? 

Please ask yourselves these questions. 
Please be honest. Please vote your con
science. 

Let's stand shoulder to shoulder with the 
President during this trying crisis. 

With God's help, we may just be able to 
avoid a greater catastrophe later on. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. UPTON]. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to the Gephardt-Hamilton 

resolution because it would undermine 
U.N. Resolution 678. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the biparti
san resolution which authorizes the President 
to use all means necessary to enforce the UN 
resolutions regarding Iraq's invasion of Kuwait 
provided he certifies to Congress the United 
States has used all appropriate diplomatic 
means to obtain Iraqi compliance with the 
U.N. resolutions and determines those diplo
matic efforts have been unsuccessful. 

The United Nations is finally acting in its 
true sense as an international peacekeeping 
coalition. Many in the international coalition 
have sent troops and invested money in order 
to repeal Iraq's invasion of Kuwait. A vote 
against the bipartisan resolution is a vote 
against the United Nations and will seriously 
undermine the United Nations as it is finally 
acting as a peace-keeping international orga
nization. This is not a vote for war. It is a vote 
to support the United Nations, not repudiate it. 
It is a vote to stand united behind the Presi
dent and the international community. This is 
a vote to ensure diplomatic initiatives have a 
chance to work. Diplomacy will work only if 
Hussein knows that his rejection of diplomacy 
has severe consequences. 

I believe the objectives of the United States 
and United Nations are clear. They have been 
stated in 12 U.N. resolutions. These goals call 
for Iraq's total and unconditional withdrawal 
from Kuwait, the restoration of the Govern
ment of Kuwait, compensation to the victims of 
Saddam Hussein's aggression, and stopping 
any further aggression from Iraq to its neigh
boring countries. 

Iraq mobilized its armies, lied to their neigh
bors about their intentions, invaded and an
nexed Kuwait, took foreign hostages to use 
them as human shields, and raped and tor
tured Kuwaiti citizens. 

It has been said that for evil to thrive, good 
only needs to remain neutral. The United 
States has not remained neutral and neither 
has the world community. For the first time in 
my life, the United Nations has truly worked as 
it was originally intended. The founders of the 
United Nations were determined, in the words 
of the charter, "to save succeeding genera
tions from the scourge of war * • • and to 
ensure, by the acceptance of principles and 
the institution of methods, that armed force 
shall not be used, save in the common inter
est." 

In American diplomacy, this principle was 
stated by President Truman, when he de
clared the fundamentals of American foreign 
policy would rest in part on the proposition 
"that the preservation of peace between na
tions requires a United Nations organization 
comprised of all peace-loving nations of the 
world who are willing to use force if necessary 
to ensure peace." Unfortunately, the threat of 
force is sometimes needed to ensure peace, 
and this is one of those times. It is my sincere 
hope that adoption of this resolution will lead 
our Nation down the path of peace and not 
war. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. MCDADE]. 

Mr. MCDADE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of the Solarz-Michel 
resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, this has been a most difficult 
and sobering debate for all of us. The stakes 
are high. Emotions are running strong. And I 
think all of us-reflecting the feelings and be
lief of those we are privileged to represent
find ourselves torn and conflicted by the situa
tion that confronts us today and the choices 
before us. 

None of us wants war. No one. All of us 
want to see this crisis resolved peacefully. I 
can understand and I respect the views of 
those who want to defer conflict and avoid a 
recourse to arms. 

But today, we find ourselves at what without 
question is a defining moment, a moment of 
truth. 

It is a critical moment for the world commu
nity in its quest for a peaceful settlement. The 
world is watching whether the Congress will 
stand together, unified, with the President and 
the United Nations in rejecting the aggression 
of Saddam Hussein. 

And it is a moment of truth for Saddam Hus
sein because this is perhaps the very moment 
he has been waiting for and gambling on all 
these many months. 

Even though the international community, in 
unprecedented unity, has rejected his immoral 
occupation and destruction of Kuwait-even 
though Iraq has been subjected to sanctions 
and a trade embargo--even though a 28-na
tion coalition has arrayed against him a mili
tary force of unquestionable power-Saddam 
Hussein has refused to budge. 

Even confronted with the explicit threat of 
force by the United Nations, he has spurned 
each and every effort to reach a peaceful so
lution to this crisis. 

For the past 5 months Iraq has not sought 
peace. Instead, it has sought simply to divide 
and conquer; divide the international commu
nity while conquering Kuwait. 

We've been forced to endure a seemingly 
endless charade from Baghdad, not diplomacy 
but rhetoric and threats, intended to fracture 
the coalition. 

Baghdad says the issue is not Kuwait, it is 
the Arab-Israeli dispute. Iraq takes, then re
leases, hostages trying to cynically manipulate 
world opinion. It threatens "seas of blood" try
ing to sap our will. 

And when finally given the chance this week 
to broach a peaceful ·solution, Iraq insults our 
President and matter-of-factly states it will at
tack Israel. 

Iraqi diplomacy-if one would stoop to call it 
that-has been a waiting game, an effort to 
confuse; to delay; and ultimately to divide. 

This is Saddam Hussein's gamble-will the 
international community, the coalition, stay to
gether over the long haul? Or will the coalition 
begin to come apart while Iraq has the pres
sure taken off and is given more time to stall 
and delay? 

Mr. Speaker, like it or not-we find our
selves confronted with choices that go to the 
heart of Saddam's gamble. This is perhaps 
the ultimate roll of the dice in his game and 
the stakes are immense. 

At this critical moment-what are the 
chances for any peaceful resolution of this cri-
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sis if the dictator sees that his gamble may 
pay off? 

Can anyone doubt what will occur if we 
send a mixed signal at this critical juncture? 
What will happen to the coalition if the care
fully forged position of the United Nations and 
President Bush is not endorsed by this body? 

What hope is there, really, for any peaceful 
settlement that denies Saddam Hussein the 
fruits of his aggression if he receives a signal 
from this body that his gamble, his delaying 
game, is working? 

There is only one vote before us, Mr. 
Speaker, which will clearly and unequivocally 
strengthen, not weaken, the President's ability 
to achieve a peaceful resolution to this crisis. 

At this critical juncture, the chances for long
term peace-a peace that does not reward 
�a�g�g�r�e�s�s�i�o�~�a�r�e� best served by supporting the 
Solarz-Michel resolution. · 

Let's endorse the position of the President 
and the United Nations. Let's keep the world 
unified against the dictator, let us speak with 
one strong voice and send a signal to Saddam 
Hussein that his gamble will not pay off. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Iowa [Mr. GRANDY]. 

Mr. GRANDY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding this time to 
me. 

Let me begin by concurring with a 
portion of what the distinguished ma
jority leader has just said. 

Mr. Speaker, it is terribly important 
that in the last moment of this debate 
we do not reduce this magnificent exer
cise in free speech to some kind of in
articulate, indecisive mumble which 
sends no clear message of American re
solve. However, if we reject Solarz
Michel and pass Gephardt-Hamilton, 
or, worse, if we pass them both, we may 
preach diplomacy but we will practice 
delay and we will give Saddam Hussein 
the one commodity he needs to prevail. 
That is time. 

A 2-month delay will allow him to 
manipulate the Islamic holy month of 
Ramadan against our Arab allies in the 
international coalition. A 6-month 
delay will force our U.S. commanders 
to decide between combat readiness 
and troop rotation. A delay of 1 year 
might force this body back into session 
to decide whether we need to 
reinstitute a military draft to main
tain our own commitment. And while 
we labor under these decisions, Sad
dam, confident that he will not be 
struck at massively and decisively at a 
point . uncertain, will no doubt refresh 
and fest his troops, stockpile his spare 
parts, deprive his citizens to feed his 
soldiers, and probably work out the 
kinks in his chemical weapons. And I 
cannot even begin to speculate at what 
the luxury of time will do to his ability 
to export terrorism around the region, 
which he has vowed to do. 

Perhaps since I have just returned 
from the gulf, I do not, as many of my 
colleagues do, feel as they do that the 
conflict is avoidable, but I will oppose 
Gephardt-Hamilton because I still want 

to extend diplomacy and not extin
guish it. But what chance does Perez de 
Cuellar or the European foreign min
isters or even those Arab ministers 
who are proposing diplomatic solutions 
have to realize their goal if force is not 
a constant alternative to Saddam's in
transigence? 

We naively presume in this body that 
somehow this man is impressed by our 
tightly reasoned diplomatically appro
priate Western civilization arguments. 
But what model does he have for de
mocracy? Egypt? A country he has al
ready betrayed by going into Kuwait? 
Israel? A country he has vowed to ob
literate? And what is his model for 
Arab moderation and peaceful coexist
ence? Anwar Sadat, now deceased. 

Mr. Speaker, from his narrow frame 
of reference we can only teach Saddam 
Hussein two lessons: We can teach him 
the lesson of Lebanon, in which Amer
ican resolve collapsed under Third 
World terrorism, or we can teach him 
the lesson of Libya, in which the ter
rorist Quadhafi himself finally paid the 
price for his brutality. I know which 
lesson this gentleman will prefer to 
teach. 

Yes, I have been with the congres
sional delegation most recently and 
heard the reports that the Arabs will 
not fight. I have heard that report. For 
what it is worth, I have also heard our 
distinguished majority whip report he 
was told conflict is inevitable and that 
sanctions will take 2 or 3 years. But I 
respect his decision. 

But I ask the Members to respect 
this: I ask them to reject the Gephardt 
solution and rally instead behind the 
resolve and the clearheaded determina
tion of a young soldier who said to us 
when we were in Saudi Arabia last 
week, "Congressman, I really want to 
go home, but I want to go home 
through Kuwait." 

Support the Solarz resolution. 
Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DIN
GELL]. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the Michel-Solarz resolution 
and in opposition to the resolution of
fered by my dear friends, Mr. GEP
HARDT and Mr. HAMILTON. I urge my 
colleagues to vote likewise. 

Mr. Speaker, I have spent much time follow
ing the debate here in the House and also in 
the other body. 

I would like to note first that I served my 
country in time of war, as an infantryman in 
World War II, and through the most extraor
dinary kindness of the Almighty I survived that 
war. 

I detest war. War is death and killing, pain 
and suffering, the bereavement of families, the 
loss of husbands, parents, and wives and chil
dren. Its costs in human terms are awful, its 
costs in economic terms unbelievable. 

I have listened, read, thought, agonized and 
prayed for wisdom and guidance over the hard 
choices before us. They are not easy for any 

of us here, nor are the choices clear. It is im
possible to say who is right or to predict what 
is the best course. History will reveal that to 
us when we look back on this day, and I pray 
our judgment is wise and good for our great 
country and for all Americans-above all, for 
those who are especially at risk standing 
under arms in the Persian Gulf. 

We have voted on House Continuing Reso
lution 1 , the Bennett-Durbin resolution. I voted 
in favor of it, as did most of my colleagues. 
That was the right vote, a correct and proper 
institutional vote. It said the Constitution vests 
in the Congress the power to declare war, and 
that military action by the United States must 
be explicitly approved before military action 
may be initiated. 

I have heard it said that this country should 
not resort to war until it has exhausted every 
method of achieving peace. I agree with that. 
There is no difference of opinion here in the 
House, or in the Senate on the substantive 
questions. We all agree: 

We oppose war. 
We want to avoid the terrible human and 

economic consequences of war. 
Saddam Hussein must leave Kuwait. 
The Persian Gulf area must be restored to 

a state of peace and tranquility. 
We all want the sanctions to be used and to 

establish that they cannot bring success be
fore any military force is used. 

We all want every effort to achieve a peace
ful settlement to be exhausted before this 
country resorts to war and violence. 

The question is not what are our substantive 
goals. Our differences are over how they are 
to be achieved. We differ on methods, and it 
is to these differences that we must address 
our attention. 

I did everything I could, honorably and prop
erly, to prevent the election of George Bush to 
the Presidency in one of the most partisan 
elections in history. Mr. Bush carried my dis
trict, and was elected in a landslide of awe
some proportions. I say this not to explain my 
vote but simply to make clear his constitutional 
legitimacy. 

George Bush in his capacity as President 
has clear constitutional primacy in two areas: 
In the conduct of foreign relations, which is re
served exclusively to the President; and as 
Commander in Chief, where the Constitution 
also gives the President exclusive power. 

We in the Congress, on the other hand, 
have the power to declare war. In some 200 
instances in the history of this Nation, Presi
dents have committed Armed Forces of the 
United States to military action. In only five of 
those instances was there a declaration of war 
by the Congress. That establishes clearly the 
power of the President to act as Commander 
in Chief. 

The Congress should consider the important 
questions of policy here, and has done so now 
for 2 days. We are now preparing to vote, and 
I am satisfied that all Members are voting their 
conscience and convictions after a worthy de
bate, characterized by civility and intelligence. 

As I have observed, the question before us 
is tactical: How to accomplish the substantive 
goals, upon which we all agree, and to do so 
with least risk to our servicemen and women, 
and with the least chance of war and the 
smallest loss of life. 
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The first point to be noted is that the Gep

hardt-Hamilton resolution does not have the 
force and effect of law. It is solely a House 
concurrent resolution. Indeed, the first two res
olutions we vote on today lack, if adopted, the 
force and effect of law. The President will not 
be called upon to sign either of them, and 
cannot refuse to sign them because of the 
form in which they are submitted. 

Those resolutions are, in effect, a statement 
of congressional policy. They are, if you wish, 
a message to the President. They are also a 
message to the world, and to Saddam Hus
sein, and it is he who will be mostly moved by 
that action. 

Politics stops at the water's edge. We are 
all Americans, sharing the same goals of 
peace, freedom, self-determination, human 
dignity and a decent life for all. But the Presi
dent was elected to be our principal nego
tiator, and we are sending our President to 
deal with some of the most important and sen
sitive questions affecting our national security. 
If the Nation, if this House, if this Congress 
expects the President to succeed, we cannot 
send him into the process without all the tools 
his office and the Constitution give him. 

No principal, no negotiator, acting on an im
portant matter can expect success if that ne
gotiator is functioning with only limited author
ity. 

If this Congress wants to protect our troops 
in the Persian Gulf, it is absolutely necessary 
that we give the President the authority to as
sert all his powers. It is also urgent that the 
President have the power to speak, clothed 
with the full backing of the Nation he serves. 

To do less, to reduce the real or apparent 
power of the President to conduct the delicate, 
difficult, and dangerous task is to increase, not 
reduce, the risk of war and all its attendant 
horrors. 

Will the President use these powers well? I 
don't know. I hope so. I pray so. I pray that 
God give him wisdom and grace to do what is 
right and best for all: for the United States, for 
the world, and for the people of the Persian 
Gulf, including, yes, the people of Iraq. 

I do not rejoice at having to decide the is
sues before us. Nor do I rejoice at the way 
they are presented. I have many reservations 
about the way the matter has been conducted 
by the administration, and I have expressed 
those concerns to the President, and to offi
cers of the administration. I have sent a 
lengthy letter to the President urging him in 
the strongest way to let the sanctions work. I 
still hope he will do so. That was clearly a 
sound policy before this debate and will con
tinue to be so. 

I hope that armed action can be avoided. I 
hope that the President can and will handle 
this matter without failure or fault. I cannot as
sure you that he will, or that I will agree with 
him as he continues one of the most difficult 
tasks ever to befall a President. 

I cannot assure you I can or will agree with 
George Bush's conduct of our Persian Gulf 
policy. It may be that I will come to disagree 
with him on these matters, either personally or 
institutionally. If so, I, like the others of my col
leagues, will do what I must do. 

For now, I believe that history will confirm 
that our best chance of saving precious lives 
is to afford the President adequate authority to 

negotiate the issues of concern to us in the 
Persian Gulf from a position of the greatest 
strength. He cannot serve us well with lesser 
powers. 

The choices, as I have said, are not good. 
Had I crafted this debate and this process, I 
would have done it far differently. But the 
choices I would have crafted are not before 
us. 

Diplomacy works, and we want it to work 
here. We want there to be sufficient time for 
it to work. We cannot expect it to work unac
companied by a full expectation by our adver
saries that failure to allow it to work will have 
far worse consequences for them. 

Without that expectation, Saddam Hussein 
has no incentive to negotiate. The efforts of 
everyone now engaged in diplomatic efforts to 
resolve the crisis will face the real probability 
of failure if we do not afford the President the 
necessary support for real negotiations in the 
availability of the military option. 

Saddam Hussein win be watching this de
bate, and he will gauge whether or not the 
pressure will be sufficient to make him nego
tiate or not. The debate here will affect, ad
versely or favorably, the efforts of others to 
achieve diplomatic settlements. 

Do not think that adoption of the Gephardt
Hamilton resolution absolves this body of re
sponsibility or closes the matter. If negotia
tions fail, our Armed Forces may well face 
Saddam on the field of battle and, God forbid, 
it may come soon. 

We are all agreed that our national pur
poses will be carried out. Saddam Hussein out 
of Kuwait; peace, order, and tranquility in the 
gulf-those are our goals. This issue may be 
back here for another vote if the President is 
not successful in negotiating a diplomatic end 
to this matter. I hope, if and when that time 
comes, that we can say we gave the Presi
dent the power he needed to resolve the is
sues diplomatically, on the best terms and 
with the least loss of life. 

I also hope that our Nation, our forces, and 
our situation will be better and stronger at that 
time. I cannot be sure, nor can I assure my 
colleagues, that it will be so. 

This will be the most difficult vote I have 
cast in 35 years of service here. For all of that 
I vote as I do firmly convinced that it affords 
us the best chance of avoiding the horrors of 
war, and the suffering and loss of life that ac
company such an awful event. 

I will vote for the Solarz-Michel resolution. I 
intend to vote against the Gephardt-Hamilton 
resolution. I urge my colleagues to do like
wise. 

God bless the United States, God bless our 
fine young men and women in the Persian 
Gulf. May He, in his infinite wisdom and 
power, guide us safely through this difficult 
time. May He give us peace. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. GLICK
MAN]. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of the Solarz-Michel resolu
tion. 

I believe, with a great deal of reluc
tance, that diplomacy is best served by 
the threat of imminent military power. 
For that reason, I reluctantly oppose 

the resolution of my colleague, the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. GEP
HARDT]. 

I rise in support of the Solarz-Michel resolu
tion and in opposition to the Hamilton-Gep
hardt resolution. I have listened to my con
stituents, for as their representative, it is my 
role to do my best to reflect their concerns. 
They are, though, divided in their assessment 
of what vote I should cast in these next few 
hours. But I must perform as our Constitution 
requires and the ultimate decision on how I 
vote is mine alone. I share with all my col
leagues the gravity of the charge. It has been 
a difficult struggle. 

I wonder if this Nation can actually insure 
we are setting the course for a tyrant's retreat 
from tyranny. I doubt the world's need for oil 
is dearer than the blood that will be shed for 
it. As the original House sponsor of the U.S. 
Institute of Peace, I believe in conflict resolu
tion but I fear each day is yet another step 
away from all peaceful means of ending this 
crisis. I question the years of confusing and 
mistaken administration foreign policy which 
has led us to this time and place. I anguish 
over the fate of our brave troops. I am haunt
ed by words read long ago, the author since 
forgotten, that said, "War would end if the 
dead could return." 

Yet with all my doubts and all the ramifica
tions of those doubts, I choose to vote to give 
the President the authority he has requested. 
I believe the chances for peace, as we ap
proach the U.N. deadline, are indeed more 
likely if Saddam Hussein believes this great 
country of ours is united. God help me that I 
have made the correct decision, the decision 
that will lead to a speedy resolution, the deci
sion which will, as history is written of this mo
ment, be said to have been the best and most 
honorable decision. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. TORRICELLI] is recog
nized for 5 minutes. 

0 1250 
Mr. TORRICELLI. Now, my friends, a 

great choice. Not only a question of 
war. In truth, that judgment remains 
with Saddam Hussein. He shall with
draw from Kuwait and the peace shall 
be preserved, or he shall remain. And 
at some point, on some battlefield, 
with some unspoken weapons, war will 
be fought. 

The issue for us is also how to pre
serve the peace, even at this late mo
ment. The Hamilton resolution asks 
you to believe that an adolescent as
sassin, who rose to power assassinating 
his closest friends and allies, who sent 
1 million men to their deaths in the 
war with Iran, who visited upon his 
people 8 years of unspoken deprivation, 
that this man will respond to your pa
tience, because of his deep and abiding 
concern for his people. 

It is, my friends, a triumph of hope 
over reason. Four hundred thousand 
young Americans are on station in 
Saudi Arabia. The most powerful army 
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in history. And still Saddam defies the 
world's demand for justice. 

He does not doubt our power. He does 
not question our weapons. He doubts 
our will. He challenges the proposition 
that our generation possesses the 
strength of purpose, the basic resolve 
of our fathers. 

My friends, send Saddam a message 
that will shake the foundations of 
Baghdad, that the American people are 
filled with a terrible resolve, angered, 
that at this moment in history, still in 
the dawn of our triumph over com
munism, believing that the peace was 
secured for our generation, that he has 
brought the world to war again. Re
solved that international law in our 
time will have meaning, the ambitions 
of Wilson and Roosevelt for order 
among nations, a time when the weak 
would be protected, that there would 
be order among the strong, would be 
known. 

America, I know you are tired. We 
are so few, and we have borne the bur
dens of this world for so long. But his
tory calls us again. George Bush has 
assembled what is arguably the great
est coalition of nations of all time, 
united not for the conquest of anyone, 
with designs on nothing, but for jus
tice, and more, a lasting peace in a new 
time. That coalition is tested in a de
fining moment of the post-cold-war pe
riod, that will tell much about the role 
of our Nation for the rest of our lives, 
and the kind of peace that may endure. 

This is the issue. I have lived through 
my life, my 39 years, with 200 wars. My 
greatest hope for our time is that the 
future be made different from the past. 
That is what we ask. 

One hundred sixty nations have spo
ken. The Security Council has voted. 
The Senate of the United States has 
decided. Now the world watches this 
House. Is our resolve less, our vision 
any different? 

Give an answer that will be heard not 
simply throughout the world, but 
throughout the years; a message that 
every despot and dictator in every cor
ner of this globe will hear. It is a new 
time of international law, with real 
international sanctions for those who 
violate the peace. 

Mr. Speaker, we are a patient people, 
but we shall not visit this moment in 
our history again. This international 
coalition will not endure if the wrong 
judgment is made here today. 

The gift of time that you would give 
Saddam shall not be used for peace, 
God, I wish that it were so, but to pre
pare for war; to build the trenches, to 
provide the traps, to refine the weap
ons that would consume the lives of 
our sons and daughters. 

An hour ago we declared that we 
would use our constitutional preroga
tive. Now is that time. Stand with your 
President, without divisions. 

God bless you as you make your fate
ful choice. And to those young Ameri-

cans in foxholes and tents spread 
across the broad peninsula of Arabia, 
as you listen to our words here today, 
know that we are proud of you, we are 
grateful to you, and Godspeed in your 
mission for America and for a lasting 
peace. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Hawaii [Mr. ABER
CROMBIE]. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, 
speaking for 19 members of the class of 
1990 in support of the Hamilton-Gep
hardt resolution, we believe that the 
alternatives to war have not been ex
hausted. We will not vote for a declara
tion of war in the Persian Gulf. We call 
on our colleagues to exhaust all efforts 
to secure peace in the area by voting 
for the Hamilton-Gephardt resolution. 

Less than 2 weeks after taking the oath of 
office we face a decision graver than any con
fronted by some of our most senior col
leagues. 

Because we believe that alternatives to war 
have not yet been exhausted, we will not vote 
for a declaration of war in the Persian Gulf. 

Toward that end, we support the Hamilton
Gephardt resolution. Hamilton-Gephardt 
strongly endorses the President's authority to 
enforce sanctions vigorously, to secure an 
Iraqi evacuation of Kuwait, to support our 
fighting men and women in the field, and to 
defend the Saudi borders. 

Hamilton-Gephardt also affirms the constitu
tional requirement for congressional authoriza
tion before the commencement of war and 
calls for our coalition partners to bear a fuller 
share of the costs. 

We call on our colleagues to exhaust all ef
forts to secure peace in the area by voting for 
the Hamilton-Gephardt resolution. 

Members of the class of 1990 supporting 
the Hamilton-Gephardt resolution are: PETE 
PETERSON, THOMAS H. ANDREWS, BERNIE 
SANDERS, WM. J. JEFFERSON, NEIL ABERCROM
BIE, JOHN w. Cox, JR., TIM ROEMER, COLLIN c. 
PETERSON, ROSA L. DELAURO, CALVIN DOOLEY, 
MAXINE WATERS, PATSY T. MINK, JOHN F. 
REED, MIKE KOPETSKI, JOAN KELLY HORN, 
LARRY LAROCCO, BARBARA-ROSE CoLLINS, EL
EANOR HOLMES NORTON, and JAMES MORAN. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman for Colorado [Mr. SKAGGS]. 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, I endorse 
prayerfully the course which the reso-
1 ution of the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. GEPHARDT] and the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON] would put 
us on. 

Mr. Speaker, late last night-or, to be more 
precise, early this morning-I addressed this 
House with my concerns about the President's 
proposed military course of action in the gulf. 
I spoke in support of an alternative that would 
not take us into war until all other reasonable, 
practical options were exhausted. 

Today as we continue to debate this grave 
issue, I would like to make two additional 
points that I believe are important. 

First, a number of speakers have continued 
to make what I consider to be a forced and 
terribly mistaken analogy between the decision 

we face today, and the decision that certain 
European governments made in Munich in 
1938. 

At that time Hitler threatened war if Europe 
did not acquiesce in his demand for Germany 
to annex the Sudetenland region of Czecho
slovakia. In Munich in 1938, representatives of 
the Governments of Great Britain, France, 
Italy, and Germany met on this issue and, 
without the participation of the Government of 
Czechoslovakia, reached an agreement, 
known as the Munich Pact, that conceded the 
Sudetenland to Hitler. 

British Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain 
returned to London and announced that he 
had achieved peace in our time. A year later, 
far from satisfied with the acquisition of the 
Sudetenland, but instead strengthened eco
nomically and militarily by that acquisition, Hit
ler invaded Poland, and World War II was un
derway. 

It's always tempting, but often dangerous, to 
try to use historical lessons to guide our 
present decisions. And those who suggest that 
a continuation of the policy of sanctions 
against Iraq and the policy of appeasement at 
Munich are comparable are most egregiously 
distorting history. 

In 1938, the leaders of the European com
munity gave their assent to the invasion, occu
pation, and absorption of the Sudetenland by 
Germany. In 1990 and 1991, the leaders of 
the world community have united to insist that 
Iraq must withdraw completely and uncondi
tionally from Kuwait. And every member of this 
body who has participated in this debate 
agrees with and supports that demand. 

In 1938, the leaders of the European com
munity hoped that their gift of part of the terri
tory of Czechoslovakia would satiate Nazi 
Germany, and did nothing to prepare to stop 
further German aggression. In 1990 and 1991, 
the leaders of the international community 
have mobilized and deployed overwhelming 
armed forces at the borders of Iraq and Ku
wait to ensure that Iraq can undertake no fur
ther aggression. And this body is united in 
support of that policy. 

In 1938, the leaders of the European com
munity let Nazi Germany use the resources of 
the Sudetenland to increase its ability to wage 
what became World War II. In 1990 and 1991, 
the leaders of the world community have insti
tuted against the Iraqi invader the most far
reaching and effective economic embargo and 
sanctions in the history of the world, to force 
it to withdraw from Kuwait and to keep it from 
enjoying any advantage from its aggression. 
And every Member of this body, so far as I am 
aware, supports that embargo and those sanc
tions; our disagreement is over how long we 
let them operate before we resort to force. 

In 1938, the leaders of the European com
munity were weak and irresolute, and allowed 
Hitler to embroil the world in war. In 1990 and 
1991, the leaders of the world community are 
strong and resolute, and will, one way or an
other, compel Saddam Hussein to yield. Our 
only difference is over the means by which we 
will force him to yield, and the timing in adopt
ing those means. 

In short, we don't have similarities between 
this situation and Munich; we have fundamen
tal differences. To suggest otherwise is to 
imply that the only power we have to bring to 
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bear is the full military power of an all-out of
fensive; that the force being used to enforce 
sanctions is not significant and powerful; that 
the economic power of this, the greatest Na
tion on Earth, in conjunction with that of our 
allies and the United Nations, is of no con
sequence; and that all diplomatic efforts are 
now worthless. I do not believe this. Our sanc
tions are being enforced with military power 
and they are working. And worthwhile diplo
matic efforts can still continue. 

To suggest that a continued reliance on 
economic sanctions and diplomatic efforts is 
akin to the justly infamous decision of Munich 
is to misrepresent in a very insidious fashion 
the truth and relevance of history. 

In his testimony last month before the Sen
ate Armed Services Committee, Gen. David C. 
Jones, former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, suggested that, instead of looking to Mu
nich, that we look to the beginning of the First 
World War for wisdom: 

One often looks for historical precedents to 
lend context to dramatic events and the 
press has been full of comparisons between 
Saddam Hussein's invasion of Kuwait and 
Hitler's annexation of Czechoslovakia prior 
to World War II. No analogy is perfect, but 
the current course of events strikes me as 
more reminiscent of World War I than World 
War II. In 1914, the contending powers set in 
motion a mobilization and deployment jug
gernaut that soon achieved a momentum of 
its own. Each side's reaction to the other's 
growing force levels and troop movements 
became, in itself, the rationale for war and 
the terrible slaughter that followed. 

The second thing I believe all of us should 
consider in this decision is why our European 
and Japanese allies continue to balk at sup
porting the military endeavor the President is 
considering. These allies say they are behind 
us. 

If they agree that vital interests are at stake, 
they should be standing with us shoulder to 
shoulder, with their fair share of troops, mate
riel, and funds. They should fully share the 
military, economic, and political prices and 
risks. But they aren't. We should ask our
selves-why not? 

This is a fundamental question. After all, we 
have committed over 400,000 troops, and our 
financial costs will likely exceed $35 billion, 
even if no shot is ever fired. War would almost 
certainly cost us thousands of casualties and 
scores of billions of dollars more. 

Europe has committed perhaps one-tenth 
that number of troops, Japan none; and com
bined they have made pledges of perhaps $1 O 
billion in loans, equipment donations, eco
nomic aid to front-line states, and some cash. 

This is predominantly an overwhelmingly 
American effort. And as a result, any political 
damage that accrues in the region, any bur
den of terrorism, from Arab States and Muslim 
populations, will also likely be placed on 
American shoulders. 

We should ask ourselves why this is the 
case, given that our country is less dependent 
on Persian Gulf oil than Japan or any other 
European country. 

Sixty-three percent of Japan's oil comes 
from the Persian Gulf. Yet it has committed no 
troops, its volunteer medical force of 19 doc
tors left the region last month, and its miserly 
$4 billion donation turns out to be mostly 

loans. The Netherlands, Spain, and Italy get 
100 percent, 59 percent and 36 percent of 
their oil, respectively, from the gulf. Yet none 
of these nations have sent troops, and none 
have made financial contributions to the 
Desert Shield effort-although they may be 
participating in a European Community eco
nomic aid program for front-line states. France 
obtains 38 percent of its oil from the gulf, and 
England 16 percent; these nations have at 
least sent · some troops-as of late December, 
about 33,000, with several thousand more 
pledged-and materiel. 

We should ask ourselves why this is the 
case, given that European and Asian countries 
cannot count on the geographic distance we 
have from Iraq-and its rapidly developing war 
machine-missiles, chemical, and biological 
weapons, and in the future, possibly nuclear 
weapons. 

Part of the answer may be that our Euro
pean and Japanese allies do not believe war 
is yet an acceptable or necessary action. If 
that is the case, perhaps our country should 
listen more carefully to their concerns. 

But just as plausibly, these countries may 
simply be letting America pay the costs that 
eventually the world would otherwise have to 
pay to reign in the aggressive dictatorship in 
Iraq. That is both shameful and unacceptable. 
And it threatens the ultimate successful reso
lution of this conflict. 

Whether this is eventually resolved through 
sanctions or through military force, it will be 
terribly unwise for us to allow the effort to be 
labeled "American," rather than global. Our re
gional interests and relationships, and our abil
ity to play a constructive role in working to
ward a more stable, peaceful, and democratic 
Middle East, would suffer greatly if Iraq and its 
allies-including extremist and religious 
groups throughout the region-succeed in put
ting an American label on these efforts. 

The failure of Europe and Japan to meet 
their responsibilities hurts our efforts in the 
gulf and hurts our country. It will be the great
est and most outrageous irony for this country 
to have to borrow tens of billions of dollars 
from the Europeans and Japanese to finance 
a war to protect their interests, and, while pay
ing it back, further cede to them critical eco
nomic advantage. We deserve better coopera
tion from them. 

To their credit, and to the President's credit, 
many of our Arab allies have contributed sig
nificant levels of both financial and military
including troop-support. However, many of 
these Arab troops are not front-line troops and 
are not committed to the mission we are about 
to embrace. This must also be addressed. 

Finally, I would simply like to insert into this 
debate the words of the commander of our 
troops in the gulf, General Schwarzkopf, who 
spoke about sanctions and war in late October 
of last year. He said: 

Golly, the sanctions have only been in ef
fect about a couple of months* * *.And now 
we are starting to see evidence that the 
sanctions are pinching. So why should we 
say, "OK, gave them two months, didn't 
work. Let's get on with it and kill a whole 
bunch of people?" That's crazy. That's crazy. 
You don't go out there and say, OK, let's 
have a nice war today. God Almighty, that 
war could last a long time, and kill an awful 

lot of people. And so we've just got to be pa
tient. 

As the President continues to work toward a 
resolution of this conflict, I pray that he heeds 
General Schwarzkopf's wise advice. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
TORRES]. 

Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
express the overwhelming sentiments 
of the American people, of my congres
sional district, who have implored upon 
me on behalf of their sons and daugh
ters to support the Hamilton-Gephardt 
resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, during Vietnam, I stood 
by as a witness to the national an
guish, the peoples' frustration, and the 
unintended consequences which we 
continue to pay for today. 

Eight years ago, I came to Congress 
fully prepared that I would probably 
have to cast a vote in a war between 
two great superpowers. That never hap
pened and the cold war is behind us. 

With the dawning of a new age in the 
post-cold-war, with the promise of a 
better world, I find it incredulous we 
are now engaged in a momentous vote 
that could usher in a war that would 
pale Vietnam. Have we not learned 
from the lessons of history? Must we 
once again give to the President a 
blank check to carry out a war under 
doubtful circumstances? 

Is this another Tonkin Gulf resolu
tion? I believe it is. And I can well re
member, as I'm sure you do the con
sequences and price that this Nation 
has had to pay for that ill-conceived 
resolution. 

With all due respect for the talents of 
President Bush-he has employed his 
considerable skills to ally the world 
against Iraq-he has not articulated to 
my satisfaction why an invasion of Ku
wait and Iraq is in our best interest. 

Why should the United States risk 
thousands of American lives and spend 
billions of dollars to protect Saudi Ara
bia and Kuwait in order to provide 
Japan and Europe with cheap oil? 

Why should American men and 
women die in Kuwait and Iraq so that 
the multinational oil corporations con
tinue to reap huge profits for Kuwaitis 
who have not supplied soldiers in their 
own defense, while Americans may die 
to perpetuate a monarchy that has no 
commitment to democratic values. 

Mr. Speaker, the first service cas
ualty without us having fired a shot in 
the gulf was a constituent of mine. Sgt. 
Campisi of West Covina. That number 
of noncombat deaths has grown to 98. 
Indeed, 98 deaths too many for us to 
bear and if the Michel-Solarz resolu
tion is adopted these numbers will be 
multiplied a thousand fold. 

The many Latino veterans of my dis
trict have called upon me to not repeat 
the horrible lessons of Vietnam. 
Latinos, as American servicemen were 
over represented in combat units and 
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in the front lines and while they rep
resent 5 percent of the U.S. population, 
they suffered 20 percent of the casual
ties. The war in Vietnam as one in the 
Persian Gulf will again bring dis
proportionate higher casualties of mi
nority troops. 

Mr. Carlos Munoz, Jr., a distin
guished professor of politics and his
tory at USC, Berkeley has recently 
written that 36 to 40 percent of combat 
troops in the Persian Gulf are Hispanic 
Americans. 

Make no mistake, having lived 
through the Korean conflict as a serv
iceman, and having been witness to the 
Vietnam war, I know the high cost of 
war, both when we win, and when we 
lose. In the case of Korea, our victory 
cost thousands of lives and billions of 
dollars to station United States troops 
there in perpetuity. 

In the case of Vietnam, our loss cost 
us thousands of lives and billions of 
dollars, much of it squandered, in a 
military buildup unparalleled in his
tory. Either way, win or lose, war is 
costly. 

This Nation, under the wraps of a re
cession already in place, with tax
payers bearing the cost of billions of 
dollars in failed savings and loans; with 
the expectation of serious problems in 
our banking system; with unemploy
ment beginning to escalate, we can lit
tle afford to engage in a war with a na
tional deficit of $330 billion for 1991. 

Mr. Speaker, today on this, my first 
substantive vote in the 102d Congress, I 
cannot vote for war. War should be our 
last resort after all diplomatic and eco
nomic efforts have failed. War should 
be our defensive strategy, not our of
fensive posture. 

I will vote against the Michel-Solarz 
resolution which is a declaration of 
war. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Idaho [Mr. STALLINGS]. 

Mr. STALLINGS. Mr. Speaker, I have de
cided to support the Hamilton-Gephardt reso
lution. I urge my colleagues to do likewise. 

Mr. Speaker, I have supported the President 
to this point because I believe it is imperative 
that Saddam Hussein be forced to reverse his 
occupation of Kuwait and understand that his 
actions are unacceptable to us and to the 
other civilized nations of the world. But I also 
believe that in this effort, war, with all its at
tendant human and strategic costs, should be 
a course of last resort. 

Our President initially told us that above all, 
we needed to have patience and resolve. I 
agreed then, and I still do. I am not persuaded 
that we have exhausted the options of sanc
tions and of diplomacy. We owe the effort to 
ourselves and to the mothers and fathers, and 
the sons and daughters of our troops. 

Mr. Speaker, I also want to address this 
body from my perspective as a professor of 
history. I am concerned about a misuse of his
tory in this debate. The notion that this is a 
new Munich, an appeasement, simply doesn't 
stand up to scrutiny. 

We are not withdrawing from the field. We 
intend to pursue sanctions aggressively-I 
hope even more aggressively than we have to 
this point. We are not telling Saddam Hussein, 
as Chamberlain told Hitler, that we will leave 
him alone with Kuwait in his hands as long as 
he assures us he wants nothing more. Instead 
we are resolved that he will be an increasingly 
debilitated outcast from the community of na
tions until he leaves Kuwait. 

Nor are we facing an action by a world
class industrialized power with a growing mili
tary machine capable of overwhelming those 
just across the borders. The Armed Forces as
sembled in the gulf make it impossible for 
Saddam Hussein to continue his aggressive 
actions. 

So I ask my colleagues to be careful with 
history. There may well come a time when we 
must resort to war. But when we talk, for now, 
about sanctions, we are not talking about ap
peasement, we are talking about tactics, and 
about the most constructive way of bringing 
pressure on Hussein to get him out of Kuwait. 

Mr. Speaker, we have heard much over the 
last months and days about the notion that we 
are establishing a new world order. I agree 
that we are doing so. It is a new day. That 
makes it all the more important that we think 
very carefully about the nuances of our reac
tion. 

I can think of no other war in this century 
that we entered for the reasons, or under the 
circumstances, that face us now. In all our 
other wars, both popular and unpopular, our 
physical integrity or our fundamental political 
system has been under direct attack. In World 
War I, our shipping was being attacked and 
sunk. In World War II, Pearl Harbor had been 
devastated by bombers and fighters. Korea in
volved an invasion by Communists openly 
hopeful of destroying democracy as an ideol
ogy. In Vietnam we faced similar Communist 
subversion. 

The present situation does not equate to 
any of these. 

If we accept that we are setting the ground 
rules for a new era, for a new emerging global 
order, we must carefully ask and consider a 
question I have not yet heard posed: 

Do we really want to set ourselves up as 
the enforcer of this new world order. Why not 
choose to be a partner? And is it not through 
uncompromising patience, and firm sanctions 
and skillful diplomacy, that we will emerge as 
a partner and leader, instead of merely the 
chief enforcer? 

It is easy, in this instance, to identify Kuwait 
as a nation deserving of our protection and ef
forts. There are, however, smoldering conflicts 
all around the globe. Are we to have respon
sibilities as an armed enforcer in each of 
those as well? As we speak, for example, the 
Soviet Union is using military force to surpress 
fledgling democracies in the Salties. Do we 
send our young men and women to protect 
the integrity of Latvia or Lithuania? They are 
certainly as deserving of our protection as Ku
wait. 

We are launching into uncharted and peril
ous waters, and while we must never fear to 
do so, we must never do so blindly either. Be
fore we rush headlong into this rule as the 
armed enforcer of the new world order, I 
would like to have a firm sense of the pararn-

eters of that role. We are making history here, 
and the historical precedent we are setting 
may pull us in directions and into conflicts we 
deeply regret. So let us not shy away from our 
responsibilities, but let us set the precedent 
carefully and deliberately. 

Mr. Speaker, before I conclude I must also 
express our thanks and gratitude to the young 
men and women of our Armed Forces who 
are serving in the Persian Gulf. Sanctions and 
diplomacy do not betray them. Instead, contin
ued sanctions would validate the actions of 
our men and women in the gulf, and the enor
mous accomplishment their presence has al
ready made possible. They have drawn a line 
and placed themselves on the line, selflessly 
and loyally, as Americas soldiers have always 
done. The willingness of our young men and 
women to answer their country's call is pre
cisely the reason the final call must not be 
given before we have exhausted our other op
tions. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. MAZ
ZOLI]. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
proud support of the Gephardt-Hamil
ton resolution, and in opposition to the 
Solarz-Michel resolution. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. ESPY]. 

Mr. ESPY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
majority leader for yielding. I do not 
believe in death by deadline. I believe 
there are other alternatives which are 
viable left to us before we turn this 
great country to war. Therefore, after 
a lot of soul searching, I announce my 
support in favor of Hamilton-Gephardt. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise before this body in an 
hour of grave deliberation, to speak in support 
of the Gephardt-Hamilton resolution. I have 
come to this decision after much soul search
ing. I support Gephardt-Hamilton, and oppose 
the resolution offered by Mr. SOLARZ and the 
distringuished minority leader because I do not 
believe in death by deadline. 

The time has come when I, along with all of 
my colleagues, have to make the most serious 
and far-reaching decision of my tenure as a 
Member of this Congress. From my State of 
Mississippi, 7 ,270 courageous and committed 
men and women have been called to active 
duty for the Persian Gulf. While Mississippi 
has only 1 percent of the Nation's population, 
its Guard and Reserve units make up 2 per
cent of the total forces called into active duty. 

I have listened to the debates. I have read 
all salient materials I could obtain. I have at
tended relevant hearings. I have commu
nicated with my constituents. I have traveled 
to the Persian Gulf and I have talked to our 
courageous men and women in the desert. 
They are committed, and I have no doubt that 
if called upon they will be victorious. 

I have searched my heart, my soul, and my 
conscience. My conclusion is that the Hamil
ton-Gephardt resolution offers the wisest 
course for the United States and the world at 
this time. We cannot render a sentence of 
death by deadline to our sons and daughters, 
wives and husbands, fathers and mothers in 
the Persian Gulf. 



1072 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE January 12, 1991 
In my travels to the Persian Gulf I visited 

with President Mubarek of Egypt, talked with 
our military leaders, and met with our Israeli 
friends. I am convinced that at this time there 
are better alternatives than war. 

We need to demonstrate patience at a time 
when it is very tempting to become impatient. 
The economic sanctions appear to be working, 
though they are working slowly. The inter
national embargo has effectively eliminated 
virtually all of Iraq's exports, blocked over 90 
percent of their imports, and cut its GNP in 
half. Continued sanctions should reduce Iraq's 
GNP to approximately 30 percent of its pre-in
vasion level. William Webster, Director of the 
CIA, has testified that continued sanctions will 
increasingly diminish Iraq's military power as 
Saddam Hussein is unable to obtain the mate
rials necessary to maintain and replenish his 
stock of armaments. 

Additionally, this embargo appears to be our 
most effective means for deterring Saddam 
Hussein's ability to add destructive nuclear 
weapons to his arsenal. A country as great as 
ours can afford to be patient while sanctions 
weaken Saddam. Even in this situation, pa
tience is a virtue. 

Further, I am not convinced that we have 
adequately exhausted all channels for nego
tiating a peaceful settlement in the Persian 
Gulf. This crisis began because Saddam Hus
sein refused to consider negotiation as a 
·means of resolving his differences with Ku
wait. How ironic and tragic it would be if this 
crisis ends, with the cost of thousands of inno
cent lives, because the greatest military power 
on Earth, the United States of America, was 
too impatient to allow sanctions and negotia
tions to work. As President John F. Kennedy 
once said, "let us never negotiate out of fear, 
but let us never fear to negotiate." 

We should negotiate, not to reward 
agression, but to address the legitimate issues 
that have precipitated this crisis. We should 
negotiate because the new world order we all 
seek will be no different from the old if inter
national disputes are resolved by force, before 
all other options have been exhausted. 

Six hours of talking at one another rather 
than to one another in Geneva by Secretary of 
State Baker and Minister Aziz does not con
stitute a reasonable attempt at negotiation. I 
believe we owe it to our brave men and 
women who are prepared to sacrifice their 
lives to give diplomacy and sanctions time to 
work. I believe we need to be patient, and 
give the diplomatic efforts which the United 
Nations, Algeria, and France and the rest of 
the international community have initiated a 
chance to work. 

While I was in the gulf, I also became con
vinced that the multinational alliance is not 
"us," but mostly the United States. We have 
committed 375,000 men and women to the re
gion. We will have spent in excess of $31 bil
lion in incremental costs by the end of this fis
cal year if we do not engage in war. If we go 
to war, the financial costs alone will likely ex
ceed $1 billion a day. 

Other countries such as Japan and Ger
many have pledged financial help, but most of 
it has yet to arrive. Of $4 billion pledged by 
the Japanese, only $450 million has been re
ceived. That is a paltry sum ·from a country 
which receives 63 percent of its oil from the 

Persian Gulf. Of $2 billion pledged by the Ger
mans, only $100 million has been received. 
Our allies are willing to hold our coats while 
we go fight. 

In the gulf, I saw over 400 Mitsubishi four by 
four jeeps donated by the Government of 
Japan. But they were being driven by Amer
ican soldiers. The Japanese are prepared to 
contribute their cars, and some of their cash, 
but not their children. Where are the sons and 
daughters of those who receive more oil from 
the Persian Gulf than we do? Before we fight, 
the alliance must be truly multinational, and it 
must be only after we have exhausted every 
other option. 

Mr. Speaker, my family has a history of as
sociation with death. I was raised in the fu
neral home business, and I cannot count the 
times I have been called upon to comfort 
mothers, fathers, sisters, brothers, husbands 
and wives after the death of a loved one. I 
know that Mississippi would likely have more 
casualties per capita in a war than any other 
State. Mr. Speaker, I will attend those funer
als. But before it comes to that, I want to know 
in my heart that I can look those loved ones 
in the eye and tell them that I did everything 
possible, that I exhausted every reasonable 
opportunity, that I went the last mile for peace. 

Before we go to war to pursue what some 
see as our vital interests, we need to exhaust 
every opportunity for peace. And before we go 
to war, we must be absolutely certain that our 
vital interests are at stake. After Iraq invaded 
Kuwait, President Bush swiftly ordered Amer
ican troops to the gulf in a defensive posture 
to prevent an invasion of Saudi Arabia. I sup
port that action because clearly we could not 

. risk Saddam's controlling the entire Persian 
Gulf. But the world has adjusted to the situa
tion in Kuwait. Eighty percent of the world's oil 
has not been affected. 

Also, Kuwait is not a democracy, it is a 
monarchy. We need to repel the invasion of 
Kuwait, because Saddam must not keep the 
fruits of his aggression. But I do not believe at 
this time that we need to do so at a cost of 
thousands of American lives. We need to give 
sanctions and diplomacy a chance. And no 
matter how we do it, we don't need to do it 
alone. 

Mr. Speaker I am convinced that if we do go 
to war, our troops will be victorious. America 
and the Congress will stand behind our Presi
dent and our troops. We will give them every
thing they need for a decisive victory. But if 
we can do the job without war, we must. Let 
us be patient. Death by deadline is not a rea
sonable alternative. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as she may consume to the 
gentlewoman from New York [Ms. 
SLAUGHTER]. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, because I believe with all my 
heart that it is the best course for the 
United States of America, I support the 
Hamilton-Gephardt resolution. 

For the first time since Vietnam, America is 
poised to fight a major war. Never before in 
history have we committed so many young 
men and women so quickly against a nation 
that did not directly threaten our borders. Soon 
our troop strength will total more than 400,000 
troops in the Persian Gulf. Vietnam took us 5 

years to build up such a huge military pres
ence. In the Persian Gulf, it has taken less 
than 6 months. 

President Bush has promised that he will 
not repeat the mistakes of Vietnam and that 
any offensive military action against Iraq will 
be quick and decisive. While I have great con
fidence in our military, I know that life is not 
a Rambo movie and that any major offensive 
against a brutal regime like Iraq involves great 
risks and great costs. We must consider fully 
the cost of war in terms of the loss of human 
lives and human suffering. 

How many Americans will die if we go to 
war? It is a question my constituents raise 
back home every day in their letters and their 
phone calls to me. The estimates are appall
ing. Consider these: 5,000 Americans dead 
and 15,000 wounded in the first 1 O days said 
Newsweek; 10,000 dead and 35,000 wounded 
in a successful 90-day campaign to take 
Baghdad said the Center for Defense Informa
tion; as many as 30,000 dead in 20 days, said 
Jack Anderson quoting from "top secret Pen
tagon estimates" Whatever the figure, the 
prospect of casualties by the tens of thou
sands is something we can't ignore. 

There are other costs as well. 
What will be the cost, for example, of caring 

for a new generation of disabled veterans, 
who will require a lifetime of medical care as 
a result of a Persian Gulf war? Today, our 
country is hard pressed to humanely care for 
those American heroes traumatized by past 
wars. Every week, my office helps veterans 
searching desperately for adequate health 
care, only to find that the Veterans' Adminis
tration cannot meet their needs . 

What, will be the cost of war to our entire 
economy? Will our peace dividend evaporate 
forever in the sands of Saudi Arabia and with 
it our hopes for new domestic investments in 
deficit reduction, in education, in health care? 

Will the burden of shouldering the costs of 
this war, without the promised help of our al
lies, cause our economy to collapse? 

And what will be the costs of war for the 
United States in the new world order? Will at
tacking Iraq simply increase a sense of world 
disorder? Will our new extensions of friendship 
to Syria and China-countries known for ter
rorism and suppressing freedom of expres
sion--help lessen tensions? Or will these ges
tures encourage other regimes to adopt similar 
tactics within their own countries. 

In raising these questions, I want no one to 
conclude that I condone Iraq's invasion of Ku
wait. I abhor the atrocities perpetrated on Ku
wait and its people. Just as I abhor the atroc
ities committed on Tibet by China and on Leb
anon by our new friend Asad. But I know of 
no Member in Congress who believes that 
Iraq can be allowed to remain in Kuwait. 

The key question we are considering today 
is whether we have given diplomacy and eco
nomic sanctions enought time to work. The 
potential costs of waging war is so great that 
we should postpone military action until we 
are absolutely convinced that diplomacy and 
economic sanctions will not work. 

Even the President's own CIA Director 
Wiliam Webster agrees. The sanctions, he 
testified, have a dramatic impact on Iraq's 
economy. 
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And two former chairmen of the Joint Chiefs 

of Staff have seen no reason to rush into war. 
I was particularly impressed by Adm. William 
Crowe's statement: "I cannot understand, he 
said, why some consider our international alli
ance strong enough to conduct intense hos
tilities but too fragile to hold together while we 
attempt a peaceful solution." 

Paul Nitze, former President Reagan's spe
cial adviser on arms control, argued that a sta
ble world order was more likely to result 
through successful sanctions than through all
out war. Success through sanctions would 
lower the risk of violence and disruption in the 
region; it would likely maintain our access to 
Middle East oil, and it could halt the prolifera
tion of nuclear weapons. Nitze concludes, 
sanctions are worth pursuing. 

This Chamber is no stranger to Saddam 
Hussein and the threats he poses in the Mid
dle East. And I recall only last July 24, to be 
exact, 6 days prior to the invasion of Kuwait, 
when we voted to impose tough sanctions 
against Iraq. And I dare say that numbers of 
persons here tonight, who have characterized 
him as the new Hitler, voted against those 
sanctions. 

But nonetheless, the House voted to cut off 
new financial credits and export guarantees to 
Iraq until President Bush certified that Iraq 
was in compliance with the international 
agreements on human rights and weapons of 
nonprofliferation. And the State Department 
fought us every step of the way. 

Ironically, while we were reacting to Iraq's 
buildup of troops along the border of Kuwait, 
our Ambassador in Baghdad, April Glaspie, 
was telling Saddam Hussein in a face-to-face 
meeting that-and I quote, "We have no opin
ion on the Arab-Arab conflicts, like your border 
disagreement with Kuwait." 

And colleagues, I submit to you that future 
debates on this issue will revolve around the 
face-to-face meeting. 

In preparing for this debate today, and for 
this vote that is obviously going to be the most 
crucial of any of our lives; I reread the Gulf of 
Tonkin debate and couldn't help but be struck 
by the similarities of almost everything said on 
the floor then has been said on the floor again 
today. 

It seems that the very least we could have 
learned from that debate is that patience will 
not hurt. That peace is better than war. That 
life is better than death. And that we can sup
port the Gephardt-Hamilton resolution tomor
row with a good conscience and a good heart 
and know that we have done our best for our 
country and for its future. 

[From the Nation, Dec. 24, 1990] 
CHOOSE PEACE 

The choice in the Persian Gulf conflict has 
never been between sanctions and force. It is 
between peace and war, between life and 
death. The party of death, which prefers self
descriptions that cover its thirst for con
quest with appeals to the great tradition of 
just wars and lesser evils, has since August 2 
seen sanctions as a kind of ritualistic fore
play to the violent penetration of an entire 
region of the globe. President Bush manipu
lated the various United Nations sanctions 
votes as he sent Secretary of State Baker to 
bribe and buy a favorable "use of force" reso
lution, putting a specious international gloss 
on his deadly designs for war and, not incon-

sequentially, buying time for the Pentagon 
to amass the most destructive invasion force 
since D-Day. The issue is not how soon, or 
how effectively, sanctions would work. It is 
how soon Bush believes he can get away with 
abandoning them. The polls, the pressures of 
a self-aggrandizing war coalition and the un
certain formations of a nascent antiwar 
movement will set the time frame-rather 
than any true test of sanctions themselves. 
(For an assessment of the costs of war, see 
the special report beginning on page 791.) 

Of course sanctions can work. They do all 
the time, whether imposed by one or two na
tions or an entire world organization. What 
needs to be decided in every instance is what 
constitutes "working" and how long a period 
is deemded acceptable. In South Africa inter
national sanctions provided necessary con
text and specific impetus for historic conces
sions by the white rulers. But as Brian 
Urquhart, U.N. political under secretary for 
eighteen years, points out: "There have 
never been sanctions of this complexity or 
this comprehensive. And Iraq is uniquely 
vulnerable to sanctions. It has a single eco
nomic base and a poor industrial infrastruc
ture." 

Sanctions rarely, if ever, bring uncondi
tional surrender. That requires overwhelm
ing military devastation, the extermination 
of civilian populations and the reduction of a 
nation's economic life to rubble. To bring 
Iraq to its knees, the United States will have 
to exceed by several degrees the level of an
nihilation reached in three years of war in 
Korea and a dozen years in Indochina. A nu
clear bomb or two or three would do the 
trick nicely. 

Why should unconditional surrender be the 
goal of U.S. policy in the gulf? Sanctions 
have a much better chance of forcing Iraqi 
concessions in a shorter time and with much 
less misery than war. But Bush is running 
out of "patience" after four months. What 
that means is that he is finished with the 
foreplay and wants to get on with the action. 
If his talk-show surrogates Defense Sec
retary Cheney and Vice President Quayle are 
to be believed, Bush has already decided that 
Saddam Hussein and independent Iraqi power 
have to be stopped sooner or later, and it had 
better be sooner. If that's true, Baker's mis
sion to Baghdad is intended solely to deliver 
an ultimatum for surrender, not to open a 
dialogue for peace. 

No conceivable interest of the United 
States would be served by aborting the sanc
tions process and sending an invasion in its 
place. Saddam has shown every intention of 
modulating his most offensive policies-
holding hostages, starving the U.S. Embassy 
in Kuwait, pillaging his conquered terri
tory-while there is the possibility of discus
sion with the United States. There's every 
reason to believe that with sanctions in force 
and talks in progress, most if not all of the 
U.N.'s August demands can be met without 
the catastrophe of war. In the meantime, 
U.S. ground forces can be steadily reduced. 
Enough firepower would remain in naval and 
air units to keep the sanctions "working." 
That's all that's needed, if the revocation of 
Iraq's claim to Kuwait and containment of 
further aggression are really the aims of the 
military presence in the gulf. The rest is 
overkill. 

If there were a way to substitute a true 
U.N. command for what no one doubts is a 
unilateral U.S. effort in the gulf, it would be 
so much the better. But the demise of the 
cold war and the decline of much of the 
Third World's economy have made the U.N. a 
sitting duck for U.S. manipulation. We 

should do all we can to strengthen the U.N. 
as an instrument for the peaceful settlement 
of world disputes, but let us not delude our
selves: The old socialist bloc is irrevocably 
broken, and the ever-promising nonaligned 
group is practically non-functional now that 
there's only one world power. France and 
Britain are toothless has-beens, and Ger
many and Japan are effectively removed 
from power in U.N. circles because of their 
exclusion from permanent membership on 
the Security Council. 

Gorbachev probably exercised a restraining 
influence, but when it came to a vote Baker 
bought the Russians for an estimated S4 bil
lion in aid from the sheiks. He bribed 
Egypt's Mubarak with $14 million in forgiven 
debts. Syria's Assad, whose own brand of 
Baathist fascism is no second to Saddam's, 
got Sl billion in arms aid and a go-ahead to 
wipe out all opposition to its puppet control 
of Beirut-by massacre, Assad's favorite tac
tic, where necessary. Turkey was promised 8 
or 9 billion dollars' worth more in U.S. weap
ons, support for its application to join the 
European Community, and a big increase in 
its quota for textile exports to the United 
States. And for abstaining on the war resolu
tion, China got a $114.3 million loan from the 
World Bank and a trip around official Wash
ington for its Foreign Minister-the first 
break in a promised reintegration of the 
Dengist fascists of Beijing into the free
world comity. 

In the middle run and the real world, the 
key to peace lies in Washington. Those op
posed to war-both inside official circles and 
outside in the streets, campuses and con
ference halls-have more power than they 
may think to keep Bush from acting the war 
party animal. The party of peace must de
mand that he stick to sanctions, start talk
ing about settlements and moderate the 
military buildup. Such a course might take 
six months, a year or longer to "work." But 
if peace is not worth waiting for, nothing is. 

THE COSTS OF WAR 

"This will not be another Vietnam," says 
George Bush. Agreed: The Iraqi Syndrome 
from which we will one day suffer, if war 
comes, will be different from the Vietnam 
Syndrome-and perhaps much worse. For the 
Pentagon the main lesson of Vietnam was to 
avoid gradual escalation. This time, the 
military will use maximum firepower from 
day one. "The lethality of the battlefield in 
a single day will overshadow the whole Viet
nam War," says Marine Col. Carl Fulford. 
Second, Vietnam was the engine that drove 
the economy for more than a decade of sus
tained growth, but war with Iraq is more 
likely to deepen the present recession. Third, 
while Vietnam defied the predictions of the 
domino theorists, war with Iraq will trigger 
incalculable repercussions in the Middle 
East. This time we will not be able to retire 
and sulk over distant wreckage; it may pur
sue us into every corner of our lives. 

Those who have planned the Bush Adminis
tration's war-fighting strategy assume that 
it was the incremental conduct of the war in 
Vietnam that bred public alienation. But 
that has led to a central fallacy: that there 
is only oneway-the Vietnam way-that war 
will traumatize and divide the American 
people. Already, public anxiety is at a pitch 
that it did not reach for years over Vietnam. 
If the likely costs of a gulf war were spelled 
out, it would only grow more acute. 

But Bush, like Lyndon Johnson and Rich
ard Nixon before him, prefers not to be en
cumbered by informed public debate. Here, 
for all the differences, is the continuity be-
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tween Vietnam and Iraq. Twenty years ago, 
thanks to the Pentagon Papers, we learned 
some of what had been suppressed. Today, we 
cannot know for certain what the Adminis
tration is keeping from us about the costs of 
war. But here are some informed guesses. 

THE BATTLEFIELD 

For weeks all the talk was of air superi
ority. There was the optimists' Top Gun sce
nario, in which Saddam Hussein would be 
driven out by a two- or three-day aerial 
blitzkrieg, and the longer-range bombing 
campaign proposed by analysts such as Ed
ward Luttwak, who believe that even a suc
cessful ground war would be so devastating 
that it would cost George Bush his presi
dency. But air power "alone didn't work on 
the Ho Chi Minh trail, and it won't work on 
the battlefield of the future," says Gen. Ed 
Scholes, chief of staff for most of the Army 
troops in Saudi Arabia. Gen. Colin Powell, 
during Senate hearings on December 3, ap
peared to agree, deriding the reliance on air 
power as an "alleged low-cost, incremental, 
may-work" strategy. He too would start 
with airstrikes, but in order to create the 
best conditions for an inevitable ground war. 
This in turn could take a number of courses, 
depending on whether the goal was to force 
Iraq out of Kuwait or whether, as many de
fense analysts believe, it would necessarily 
involve an assault on Baghdad. 

The combined air-sea ground operation 
that Powell foresees would kill more Iraqis 
than Americans-perhaps three times as 
many. Countless civilians would also be 
killed or wounded-100,000 or more if Bagh
dad is attacked, according to the Center for 
Defense Information (C.D.I.), a Washington 
think tank staffed by retired military offi
cers. Many more will be at risk if chemical 
warfare installations are bombed. 

But the debate in the United States will 
necessarily turn on U.S. casualties. "The 
American people will support this operation 
until body bags come home," said Air Force 
Chief of Staff Gen. Michael Dugan in the in
famous interview that led to his dismissal. 
The body bags, unfortunately, will be coming 
home in great numbers. (For comparison, 
bear in mind U.S. death on the battlefield in 
other conflicts since World War II: Vietnam 
47,244; Korea 33,629; Panama 23; Grenada 19.) 

5,000 dead and 15,000 wounded in the first 
ten days (Newsweek)-as many as in an aver
age year in Vietnam. 

10,000 dead and 35,000 wounded in a success
ful ninety-day campaign to take Baghdad 
(C.D.I.). 

As many as 30,000 dead in twenty days, 
says columnist Jack Anderson, citing "top
secret Pentagon estimates." 

The Pentagon has in place blood supplies 
to treat 4,000 casualties per day-a heavier 
casualty rate than at Iwo Jima. 
It may also be helpful to consider the only 

direct recent precedent for a short, intense 
desert war-the 1973 Arab-Israeli conflict, 
which produced 20,000 casualties in two 
weeks. Let's also be clear that "casualties" 
means the wounded as well as the dead. Be
cause of new battlefield technology devel
oped sinced 1973, "things are going to happen 
to people that we have never seen before," in 
the words of one U.S. weapons designer. Mili
tary surgeons and the V.A . hospitals are un
prepared, for example, to handle "blast 
lung" and "metal fume fever" and the other 
arcane and nightmarish injuries that will af
flict tank and armored vehicle crews. Weap
ons expert Donald Kennedy, writing in the 
military journal Armor, says this is "a sub
ject that most governments do not wish to 

publicize for fear of its effect on their armed 
forces." 

The lower of the body counts we have cited 
depend on everything going right on the bat
tlefield. But it never does. Murphy's Law was 
invented by the military. The death toll 
could rise to Korean War levels, or higher, in 
any of a number of circumstances. (1) How 
effective will the Iraqi defense of Kuwait 
City be? Iraq's strategy, rather like the Viet 
Cong's, will be to inflict casualty levels that 
are politically unacceptable in the United 
States. (2) U.S. air superiority is not a given, 
especially if the Iraqis have mastered the 
U.S.-made Hawk missile systems they are 
believed to have seized in Kuwait. (3) High 
technology often disappoints those infatu
ated with it. The F-117 Stealth fighter, 
which was a flop in Panama, will be an es
sential element of the air war. The M-1 tank 
is untested in desert conditions, and the Is
raelis believe it may prove a major dis
appointment. The Apache "tank-killer" heli
copter develops a maintenance problem 
every fifty-four minutes of flying time. 
Night-vision equipment is untested. (4) Mul
tinational command and control might well 
break down in combat. There is also a high 
risk of casual ties from "friendly fire." Syr
ian and Iraqi equipment is identical. (5) All 
of the above assumes that Israel will be kept 
out of the war. (6) What does "winning" this 
war mean, anyway-It may become nec
essary, in the immortal phrase, to destroy 
Kuwait City in order to save it. And what if 
the infidels capture the ancient Islamic me
tropolis of Baghdad, or "make its rubble 
bounce" with aerial bombing? In this war, 
military "success" may be directly propor
tional to political disaster. 

THE REGION 

President Bush says his goal is the secu
rity and stability for the Middle East, and he 
holds out the promise of a "new world order" 
once Saddam Hussein's aggression is pun
ished and Kuwait is freed. But Middle East 
experts agree that the more likely outcome 
would be greater chaos. 

Consider the existing unstable balance of 
forces, starting with the historic rivalry of 
the city-states of Baghdad, Damascus and 
Cairo for hegemony. Add the oil wealth, the 
way the Western powers have directed and 
defended its exploitation, and the class and 
nationalistic resentments generated among 
the have-nots; factor in the Muslim move
ment for purification and rejection of the 
West, led primarily by Iran; and then overlay 
Israel's saber rattling and de facto annex
ation of the occupied territories (paid for by 
the United States). Iraq's invasion of Kuwait 
and the subsequent responses of the Amer
ican-Saudi-Syrian-Egyptian-(Israeli) axis are 
already generating tremendous and con
tradictory pressures in the Middle East. War 
would transform the region. 

If the war leaves Iraq intact, it will by def
inition be a weak Iraq. The occupiers of the 
pro-Western government they install will be 
hard pressed to ignore Kurdish demands for 
freedom. Then, according to former National 
Security Adviser Zbigniew Brzezinski, 
"Syria, Iran and even Turkey ... might all 
be tempted to pursue their own territorial 
interests." Syria, emboldened by its U.S.-ap
proved takeover of Lebanon, "might begin to 
make some moves against Jordan," says 
Raymond Tanter, a senior N.S.C. staff spe
cialist on the Middle East in the early 1980's. 
The Iranians have a special interest in Shiite 
holy sites in oil-rich southern Iraq. An Ira
nian move on that region, says former U.S. 
Ambassador to Saudi Arabia James Akins, 
would create "a super oil power with three 

times the population of Iraq and a far great
er potential for causing trouble in the gulf." 
And the Turks no doubt would want to re
claim the Iraqi province of Mosul. 

As for the future of "our friends in the re
gion," ponder the C.D.I.'s prediction of 
100,000 or more civilian casualties from air 
attacks in a battle for Baghdad. The pros
pect of being held responsible for such a toll 
terrifies Egypt's Hosni Mubarak and Syria's 
Hafez al-Assad, both of whom have insisted 
that their troops will not be used offensively. 
Akins warns that "every Arab country that 
backed us-even if their troops were not di
rectly involved in offensive actions-would 
have revolutions. . . . Only the Saudis, 
backed by U.S. troops, would maintain con
trol. The ruling family couldn't afford to let 
us leave. There would be a long-term U.S. oc
cupation, the people would turn against us, 
the army would turn against us." 

And what if, as is likely, Saddam delib
erately attacks Israel, or the Israelis decide 
to "pre-empt" what they claim or believe to 
be an imminent attack? Most observers 
agree that Israeli-Iraqi fighting on Jor
danian territory is likely, an event that 
would probably spell the end of the 
Hashemite kingdom. There are reports that 
the United States has asked Israel to "ab
sorb" an Iraqi blow without retaliating; in 
exchange such a blow would be treated as a 
casus belli, akin to an Iraqi attack on Saudi 
Arabia. But if an offensive from Saudi soil 
had already begun, the Iraqis would have lit
tle to lose by attacking Israel and a lot to 
gain. "Much as we want to coordinate our 
steps with our friends," writes Ze'ev Schiff, 
military correspondent for Ha'aretz, "we 
may happen to be forced to act unilater
ally." The actual extent of U.S.-Israeli co
ordination remains a mystery, although the 
remarks of the recently dismissed General 
Dugan to the effect that the Air Force was 
getting targeting advice from Israel are 
somewhat enlightening. Former C.I.A. Mid
dle East Analyst Graham Fuller, now at the 
Rand Corporation, says, "If Israel is involved 
in any way . . . it will transform the char
acter of the conflict overnight." 

THE ECONOMY 

If the shooting starts, the only given is 
that oil prices will soar far beyond the point 
they've been driven to by the threat of war 
and the greed of the oil companies. Accord
ing to a U.N. simulation, oil at $40 a barrel 
would cost poor oil-importing countries $64 
billion on their trade balances and developed 
market economies $177 billion. 

And the United States itself? 
The Defense Department's original esti

mate for keeping 200,000 troops in the gulf 
for a year without a war was $15 billion. 

Congressional Budget Office sources say 
the buildup could bring that figure to $20 bil 
lion or $30 billion. 

The C.D.I. places noncombat costs at $74 
million a day; combat would absorb several 
times that amount. 

Extrapolating from the experience of Viet
nam, whose cost military planners had un
derestimated, anticipating a quick, "clean" 
war, it is reasonable to assume that military 
costs could be at $50 billion to $60 billion 
after a year. Assuming that sanctions were 
to take a maximum two years to work and 
assuming too-against all principle and com
mon sense-that the original deployment 
was maintained over that period, the direct 
cost of sanctions would be half as much as a 
year of war (four months actual fighting) 
with all its imponderables. 

Yet a fuller sense of the cost of fighting 
needs to include indirect expenditures, such 
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as military and economic assistance to other 
countries, increases in veterans' benefits, 
lost income from deaths and injuries and in
terest on the national debt. Back in 1973 
Tom Riddell, now an economist at Smith 
College, calculated that the $141 billion mili
tary outlay for Vietnam between 1965 and 
1974 came to $676 billion when those costs 
were added in. It would be crude simply to 
slot expectations about one war into the 
niche molded by the discrete circumstances 
of another-and therefore to conclude that 
the military estimate of $50 billion for a gulf 
war translates neatly into $240 billion with 
indirect expenditures-but the comparison is 
useful for suggesting the direction the costs 
of a shooting war might take. 

All this will clearly add to the deficit. In
terest rates will rise, exacerbating the reces
sion at home. The housing industry, already 
on its knees, would be hard hit, maybe flat
tened. All industries that use large amounts 
of energy and aren't involved in war produc
tion would be troubled. Business investment, 
particularly for the long term, would drop, 
and the economy would fall further behind in 
developing technologies and producing goods 
that people need or want. Meanwhile, every 
percentage point added to U.S. interest lays 
a murderous $10 billion onto Third World in
debtedness. 

There has been much talk of foreign, par
ticularly gulf state, assistance offsetting the 
costs of the U.S. military deployment-a 
kind of Vietnamization in reverse. And in 
fact, if Saudi Arabia were to bail out all the 
costs and were to pump enough oil to hold 
prices down, recessionary effects of a war 
might be minimal or nonexistent, according 
to economics Nobel laureate Lawrence Klein. 
As it is, the United States has received about 
$4 billion from other countries; a couple bil
lion from Kuwait and $987 million (out of a 
promised $12 billion) from the Saudis. 

Cost-benefit assessments never provide suf
ficient reason for opposing war-what if we 
could afford it?-although they have been 
used for promoting it. The rapid injection of 
vast sums into the economy does act as a 
stimulus, at least in the short term, but be
cause of oil prices and the size of the deficit, 
a gulf war would be very tricky here. And as 
the United States "invests" in war to pro
tect oil, it forgoes the prospect of applying 
resources for building alternative energy 
systems-one of many bitter ironies. 

[From The Washington Post, Sept. 13, 1990) 
TRANSCRIPT SHOWS MUTED U.S. RESPONSE TO 

THREAT BY SADDAM 
(By Jim Hoagland) 

One week before he ordered his troops into 
Kuwait, Iraqi leader Saddam Hussein warned 
the U.S. ambassador in Baghdad that Amer
ica should not oppose his aims in the Middle 
East because "yours is a society that cannot 
accept 10,000 dead in one battle" and is vul
nerable to terrorist attack, according to the 
Iraqi minutes of the July 25 conversation. 

U.S. Ambassador April Glaspie did not re
spond directly to Saddam's menacing com
ments, concentrating instead on praising 
Saddam's "extraordinary efforts to rebuild 
your country." She also gently probed the 
Iraqi leader's intentions in massing troops 
on Kuwait's border, but did not criticize the 
Iraqi troop movements, according to the 
Iraqi transcript. 

The State Department did not challenge 
the authenticity of the transcript yesterday. 
Spokesman Richard Boucher declined to 
comment on specific remarks it contains. He 
said Glaspie was not available for comment. 

Iraq's version of the meeting shows Sad
dam giving Glaspie explicit warnings that he 
would take whatever action he deemed nec
essary to stop Kuwait from continuing an 
"economic war" against Iraq. Her response, 
as recorded by the Iraqis, was to reassure 
Saddam that the United States takes no offi
cial position on Iraq's border dispute with 
Kuwait. 

In response to Saddam's comments about 
Iraq's need for higher oil prices, the ambas
sador said: "I know you need funds. We un
derstand that and our opinion is that you 
should have the opportunity to rebuild your 
country. But we have no opinion on the 
Arab-Arab conflicts, like your border dis
agreement with Kuwait ... . James Baker 
has directed our official spokesman to em
phasize this instruction." 

The disclosure of the transcript to Western 
news media, which originated with Iraqi offi
cials, appears intended to emphasize that 
Saddam had reasons to believe that the Bush 
administration would not offer any serious 
opposition to his move against Kuwait. 

The administration has acknowledged that 
it was caught by surprise by Iraq's Aug. 2 in
vasion of Kuwait. But the tone and content 
of the transcript of the July 25 meeting 
called by Saddam strongly suggest that the 
official American misreading of Saddam's in
tentions and capabilities may have 
emboldened him to commit an act of aggres
sion that has brought the United States to 
the brink of war in the Persian Gulf. 

ABC television on Tuesday night quoted 
briefly from the Iraqi transcript, which was 
also the subject of an article in the British 
newspaper The Guardian yesterday. The 
Washington Post has obtained a 17-page Eng
lish translation of the full transcript. 

While the Iraqi transcript is disjointed in 
places, the substance of Glaspie's recorded 
remarks closely parallels official U.S. posi
tions stated in Washington at the same time, 
in which other State Department officials 
publicly disavowed any American security 
commitments to Kuwait. 

A career foreign service officer, Glaspie 
made a point of telling Saddam that she was 
acting under instructions from Washington 
responding to him. 

Greeting her, Saddam said that he wanted 
his part of their conversation to be "a mes
sage to President Bush." Reviewing U.S.
lraqi differences, he singled out the secret 
shipments of U.S. arms to Iran in 1985 and 
1986 and recalled that he magnanimously ac
cepted President Reagan's "apology" to him 
"and we wiped the slate clean." 

Saddam turned next to the devastated con
dition of the Iraqi economy because of eight 
years of war with Iran. He suggested that the 
United States was supporting an effort by 
Kuwait to wage "another war against Iraq," 
an "economic war" that deprives Iraqis of 
"their humanity by depriving them of their 
chance to have a good standard of living." 

The United States should be grateful to 
Iraq for having stopped Iran militarily be
cause the United States could not fight such 
a war in the Persian Gulf, Saddam said. "I 
hold his view by looking at the geography 
and nature of American society .... Yours 
is a society which cannot accept 10,000 dead 
in one battle." 

Denouncing Kuwaiti efforts to "deprive us 
of our rights" he demanded that the United 
States "declare who it wants to have rela
tions with and who its enemies are .... If 
you use pressure, we will deploy presssure 
and force .... We cannot come all the way 
to you in the United States but individual 
Arabs may reach you." 

The remainder of his opening monologue 
was filled with attacks on U.S. support for 
Israel, for the United Arab Emirates and for 
Kuwait. Saddam made a point of telling 
Glaspie that he had clearly warned the Kurd
ish tribesmen of Iraq and Iran's leaders be
fore he went to war against them. 

In the transcript, Glaspie did not respond 
to this rhetoric. She began her response by 
speaking of Bush's desire for friendship with 
Iraq: "As you know, he directed the United 
States administration to reject the sugges
tion of implementing trade sanctions" 
against Iraq. "I have a direct instruction 
from the president to seek better relations 
with Iraq .... President Bush is an intel
ligent man. He is not going to declare an 
economic war against Iraq." 

Saying that the American media's treat
ment of Saddam resembles its treatment of 
American politicians, Glaspie is quoted as 
calling an ABC Television interview with 
him "cheap and unjust .... I am pleased 
'that you add your voice to the diplomats 
who stand up to the media." 

She then said she has been instructed "to 
ask you, in the spirit of friendship-not in 
the spirit of confrontation-regarding your 
intentions" about Kuwait in light of his 
massing troops on the border. Saddam's re
sponse was that he hoped to settle his dis
pute with Kuwait peacefully, but the tran
script shows him adding: 

"We regard [Kuwait's economic campaign) 
as a military action against us .... If we 
are not able to find a solution, then it will be 
natural that Iraq will not accept death, even 
though wisdom is above everything else." 

Glaspie took no notice of this implied 
threat in her concluding remarks. Instead, 
she told Saddam that she had worried that 
she would have to postpone here scheduled 
July 30 departure from Baghdad for consulta
tions in Washington "because of the difficul
ties we are facing. But now I will fly" on 
July 30. 

Thirty-six hours after her departure, Sad
dam launched his invasion. Glaspie has re
mained in Washington since then to under
score official U.S. displeasure with Saddam's 
action, according to the State Department. 

[From the New York Times, Sept. 23, 1990) 
UNITED STATES GAVE IRAQ LITTLE REASON 

NOT TO MOUNT KUWAIT ASSAULT 
(By Elaine Sciolino with Michael R. Gordon) 

WASHINGTON, September 22.-In the two 
weeks before Iraq's seizure of Kuwait, the 
Bush Administration on the advice of Arab 
leaders gave President Saddam Hussein little 
reason to fear a forceful American response 
if his troops invaded the country. 

The Administration's message, articulated 
in public statements in Washington by sen
ior policy makers and delivered directly to 
Mr. Hussein by the United States 
Ambassado, April C. Glaspie, was this. The 
United States was concerned about Iraq's 
military buildup on its border with Kuwait, 
but did not intend to take sides in what it 
perceived as a no-win border dispute between 
Arab neighbors. 

In a meeting with Mr. Hussein in Baghdad 
on July 25, eight days before the invasion, 
Ms. Glaspie urged the Iraqi leader to settle 
his differences with Kuwait peacefully but 
added, "We have no opinion on the Arab
Arab conflicts, like your border disagree
ment with Kuwait," according to an Iraqi 
document described as a transcript of their 
conversation. 

Portions of the document, prepared in Ara
bic by the Iraqi Government, were translated 
and broadcast by ABC News on Sept. 11 and 
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were the basis of accounts by The Washing
ton Post and The Guardian of London. The 
State Department declined to confirm the 
accuracy of the document, but officials did 
not dispute Ms. Glaspie's essential message. 

As those and other details of the Adminis
tration's diplomacy have unfolded in recent 
weeks, its handling of Iraq before the inva
sion has begun to draw strong criticism in 
Congress, even among those who generally 
support the Administration's military action 
in the Persian Gulf. Some lawmakers have 
asserted that the Administration conveyed a 
sense of indifference to Baghdad's threats. 

Interviews with dozens of Administration 
officials, lawmakers and independent experts 
and a review of public statements and the 
Iraqi document show that instead of sending 
Mr. Hussein blunt messages through public 
and private statements that an invasion 
would be unacceptable, the State Depart
ment prepared equivocal statements for the 
Administration about American commit
ments to Kuwait. 

ARAB ASSURANCES ON INVASION 
The American strategy, carried out pri

marily by the State Department but ap
proved by the White House, was based on the 
assumption that Iraq would not invade and 
occupy Kuwait. President Hosni Mubarak of 
Egypt and King Fahd of Saudi Arabia, who 
assured the Bush Administration that Mr. 
Hussein would not invade, argued that the 
best way to resolve an inter-Arab squabble 
was for the United States to avoid inflam
matory words and actions. 

Some senior Administration officials said 
the strategy was also rooted in the view that 
Washington-and most of the Arab world
probably could live with a limited invasion 
of Kuwait, in which Iraqi forces seized bits of 
Kuwaiti territory to gain concessions. 

"We were reluctant to draw a line in the 
sand," said a senior Administration official. 
"I can't see the American public supporting 
the deployment of troops over a dispute over 
20 miles of desert territory and it is not clear 
that the local countries would have sup
ported that kind of commitment. The basic 
principle is not to make threats you can't 
deliver on. That was one reason there was a 
certain degree of hedging on what was said." 

EFFECT OF A HARDER LINE 
Even in the days before the invasion, there 

was a consensus inside the Administration 
and among outside experts that Mr. Hussein 
would not invade despite largely correct in
telligence assessments of the military build
up on the ground. 

"There would have been a lot of fluttering 
if there has been a partial invasion," said an 
Administration official. "The crucial factor 
in determining the American response was 
not the reality but the extent of the inva
sion." 

It is not clear that taking a harder line 
would have made a difference in Baghdad's 
decision to take Kuwait, and some Adminis
tration officials argue that if they had they 
would now be accused of pushing Mr. Hussein 
toward extreme actions. 

As the Administration's policy toward Iraq 
before the invasion has come under criticism 
in Congress, the President's Foreign Intel
ligence Advisory Board, a group of experts 
who report to President Bush on intelligence 
issues, has also begun a post-mortem on the 
handling of the crisis. 

The Administration was following what 
President Bush acknowledged last week was 
a flawed policy toward Iraq, a policy built on 
the premise that the best way to handle Mr 
Hussein and moderate his behavior was 

through improving relations with Baghdad. 
That assessment presumed that Iran and 
Iraq, both exhausted by their eight-year bor
der war, would focus on domestic reconstruc
tion, not foreign adventurism. 

As a result, the Bush Administration failed 
to calibrate its policy to take into account a 
string of belligerent statements and actions 
by Mr. Hussein in recent months, including 
the execution of a British journalist and a 
treat to use chemical weapons against Israel. 

"We were essentially operating without a 
policy," said a senior Administration offi
cial. "The crisis came in a bit of a vaccum, 
at a time when everone was focusing on Ger
man reunification." 

In the days before the invasion, Adminis
tration officials sent mixed signals about the 
American commitment to Kuwait's defense. 

Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney, for ex
ample, was quoted as telling journalists at a 
press breakfast on July 19 that the American 
commitment made during the Iran-Iraq War 
to come to Kuwait's defense if it were at
tacked was still valid. The same point was 
also made by Paul Wolfowitz, Undersecre
tary of Defense for Policy, at a private 
luncheon with Arab ambassadors. But Pete 
Williams, Mr. Cheney's chief spokesman, 
later tried to steer journalists away from the 
Secretary's remarks, adding that Mr. Cheney 
had been quoted with "some degree of lib
erty." 

From that moment on, there was an or
chestrated Administration campaign to 
speak with one voice, and speak quietly. 

On July 24, when Margaret D. Tutwiler, the 
State Department spokesman, was asked 
whether the United States had any commit
ment to defend Kuwait, she said, "We do not 
have any defense treaties with Kuwait, and 
there are no special defense or security com
mitments to Kuwait." 

Asked whether the United States would 
help Kuwait if it were attacked, she replied, 
"We also remain strongly committed to sup
porting the individual and collective self-de
fense of our friends in the gulf with whom we 
have a deep and longstanding ties," a state
ment that some Kuwaiti officials said pri
vately was too weak. 

BUSH'S FORCEFUL TONE 
Two days before the invasion, John H. 

Kelly, Assistant Secretary of State for Near 
Eastern and South Asian Affairs, essentially 
repeated the same message in Congressional 
testimony. 

Even after the invasion, there was unease 
in some quarters in the State Department 
over Mr. Bush's tough public stance. On Aug. 
6, when President Bush clearly committed 
the United States to roll back Iraq's con
quest of Kuwait, Secretary of State James A. 
Baker 3d expressed reservations about the 
wisdom of the forceful tone of Mr. Bush re
marks, according to Administration offi
cials. 

Last Tuesday, at a hearing before a House 
Foreign Affairs subcommittee, Representa
tive Lee Hamilton sharply chided Mr. Kelly 
for not taking a tougher stance against Iraq 
in his testimony before the invasion. 

"You left the impression that it was the 
policy of the United States not to come to 
the defense of Kuwait," said Mr. Hamilton, 
an Indiana Democrat. "I asked you if there 
was a U.S. commitment to come to Kuwait's 
defense if it was attacked. Your response 
over and over again was we have no defense
treaty relationship with any gulf country." 

POLICY GUIDELINES FOLLOWED 
Bush Administration officials assert that 

Kuwait never asked for American troops or 

sought to join in joint military exercises 
with American forces. 

Mr. Cheney told a breakfast group on Cap
i tol Hill on Thursday that "the fact was, 
there was literally nothing we could do until 
we could get access to that part of the world, 
and the attitude of Saudi Arabia and the 
Persian Gulf states has been consistently 
that they didn't want U.S. forces on the 
ground over there." 

On July 25, a week before the Iraqi inva
sion of Kuwait, Ms. Glaspie was quickly sum
moned into Mr. Hussein's office in Baghdad, 
and she faithfully followed conciliatory pol
icy guidelines sent to her from the State De
partment. 

In their conversation, Mr. Hussein de
scribed an American conspiracy against him 
since the end of his war with Iran, and 
warned the United States not to oppose his 
goal of getting economic concessions from 
Kuwait and the United Arab Emirates, ac
cording to the document described as the of
ficial Iraqi transcript which ABC News made 
available to the New York Times. Miss 
Tutwiler said Friday that the State Depart
ment would not reveal the contents of a dip
lomatic exchange. 

WE TOO CAN HARM YOU 
Mr. Hussein told the American Ambas

sador that the United States should thank 
Iraq for stopping Iran's aggression during 
the war, because the United States could 
never fight such a war to defend its friends 
in the region. According to the Iraqi docu
ment, he also suggested that he would use 
terrorism to curb and effort by the United 
States to try to stop him from achieving his 
goals. 

"We too can harm you," he said, according 
to the document, adding, "We cannot come 
all the way to the United States but individ
ual Arabs may reach you." 

* * * * * 
EXCERPTS FROM IRAQI TRANSCRIPT OF 

MEETING WITH U.S. ENVOY 
WASHINGTON, Sept. 22-0n July 25, Presi

dent Saddam Hussein of Iraq summoned the 
United States Ambassador to Baghdad, April 
Glaspie, to his office in the last high-level 
contact between the two Governments before 
the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait on Aug. 2. Here 
are excerpts from a document described by 
Iraqi Government officials as a transcript of 
the meeting, which also included in the Iraqi 
Foreign Minister, Tariq Aziz. A copy was 
provided to The New York Times by ABC 
News, which translated it from the Arabic. 
The State Department has declined to com
ment on its accuracy. 

Saddam Hussein: I have summoned you 
today to hold comprehensive political dis
cussions with you. This is a message to 
President Bush. 

You know that we did not have relations 
with the U.S. until 1984 and you know the 
circumstances and reasons which caused 
them to be severed. The decision to establish 
relations with the U.S. were taken in 1980 
during the two months prior to the war be-
tween us and Iran. . 

When the war started, and to avoid mis
interpretation, we postponed the establish
ment of relations hoping that the war would 
end soon. 

But because the war lasted for a long time, 
and to emphasize the fact that we are a non
aligned country, it was important to re-es
tablish relations with the U.S. And we 
choose to do this in 1984. 

It is natural to say that the U.S. is not like 
Britain, for example, with the latter's his-
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toric relations with Middle Eastern coun
tries, including Iraq. In addition, there were 
no relations between Iraq and the U.S. be
tween 1967 and 1984. One can conclude it 
would be difficult for the U.S. to have a full 
understanding of many matters in Iraq. 
When relations were re-established we hoped 
for a better understanding and for better co
operation because we too do not understand 
the background of many American decisions. 

We dealt with each other during the war 
and we had dealings on various levels. The 
most important of those levels were with the 
foreign ministers. 

U.S.-IRAQ RIFTS 

We had hoped for a better common under
standing and a better chance of cooperation 
to benefit both our peoples and the rest of 
the Arab nations. 

But these better relations have suffered 
from various rifts. The worst of these was in 
1986, only two years after establishing rela
tions, with what was known as Irangate, 
which happened during the year that Iran oc
cupied the Fao peninsula. 

It was natural then to say that old rela
tions and complexity of interests could ab
sorb many mistakes. But when interests are 
limited and relations are not that old, then 
there isn't a deep understanding and mis
takes could leave a negative effect. Some
times the effect of an error can be larger 
than the error itself. 

Despite all of that, we accepted the apol
ogy, via his envoy, of the American Presi
dent regarding Irangate, and we wiped the 
slate clean. And we shouldn't unearth the 
past except when new events remind us that 
old mistakes were not just a matter of coin
cidence. 

Our suspicions increased after we liberated 
the Fao peninsula. The media began to in
volve itself in our politics. And our sus
picions began to surface anew, because we 
began to question whether the U.S. felt un
easy with the outcome of the war when we 
liberated our land. 

It ws clear to us that certain parties in the 
United States-and I don't say the President 
himself-but certain parties who had links 
with the intelligence community and with 
the State Department-and I don't say the 
Secretary of State himself-I say that these 
parties did not like the fact that we liber
ated our land. Some parties began to prepare 
studies entitled, "Who will succeed Saddam 
Hussein?" They began to contact gulf states 
to make them fear Iraq, to persuade them 
not to give Iraq economic aid. And we have 
evidence of these activities. 

IRAQ POLICY ON OIL 

Iraq came out of the war burdened with $40 
billion debts, excluding the aid given by 
Arab states, some of whom consider that too 
to be a debt although they knew-and you 
knew too-that without Iraq they would not 
have had these sums and the future of the re
gion would have been entirely different. 

We began to face the policy of the drop in 
the price of oil. Then we saw the United 
States, which always talks of democracy but 
which has no time for the other point of 
view. Then the media campaign against Sad
dam Hussein was started by the official 
American media. The United States thought 
that the situation in Iraq was like Poland, 
Romania or Czechoslovakia. We were dis
turbed by this campaign but we were not dis
turbed too much because we had hoped that, 
in a few months, those who are decision 
makers in America would have a chance to 
find the facts and see whether this media 
campaign had had any effect on the lives of 

Iraqis. We had hoped that soon the American 
authorities would make the correct decision 
regarding their relations with Iraq. Those 
with good relations can sometimes afford to 
disagree. 

But when planned and deliberate policy 
forces the price of oil down without good 
commercial reasons, then that means an
other war against Iraq. Because military war 
kills people by bleeding them, and economic 
war kills their humanity by depriving them 
of their chance to have a good standard of 
living. As you know, we gave rivers of blood 
in a war that lasted eight years, but we did 
not lose our humanity. Iraqis have a right to 
live proudly. We do not accept that anyone 
could injure Iraqi pride or the Iraqi right to 
have high standards of living. 

Kuwait and the U.A.E. were at the front of 
this policy aimed at lowering Iraq's position 
and depriving its people of higher economic 
standards. And you know that our relations 
with the Emirates and Kuwait had been 
good. On top of all that, while we were busy 
at war, the state of Kuwait began to expand 
at the expense of our territory. 

You may say this is propaganda, but I 
would direct you to one document, the Mili
tary Patrol Line, which is the borderline en
dorsed by the Arab League in 1961 for mili
tary patrols not to cross the Iraq-Kuwait 
border. 

But go and look for yourselves. You will 
see the Kuwait border patrols, the Kuwait 
farms, the Kuwait oil installations-all built 
as closely as possible to this line to establish 
that land as Kuwaiti territory. 

CONFLICTING INTERESTS 

Since then, the Kuwaiti Government has 
been stable while the Iraqi Government has 
undergone many changes. Even after 1968 
and for 10 years aftewards, we were too busy 
with our own problems. First in the north 
then the 1973 war, and other problems. Then 
came the war with Iran which started 10 
years ago. 

We believe that the United States must un
derstand that people who live in luxury and 
economic security can reach an understand
ing with the United States on what are le
gitimate joint interests. But the starved and 
the economically deprived cannot reach the 
same understanding. 

We do not accept threats from anyone be
cause we do not threaten anyone. But we say 
clearly that we hope that the U.S. will not 
entertain too many illusions and will seek 
new friends rather than increase the number 
of its enemies. 

I have read the American statements 
speaking of friends in the area. Of course, if 
is the right of everyone to choose their 
friends. We can have no objections. But you 
know you are not the ones who protected 
your friends during the war with Iran. I as
sure you, had the Iranians overrun the re
gion, the American troops would not have 
stopped them, except by the use of nuclear 
weapons. 

I do not belittle you. But I hold this view 
by looking at the geography and nature of 
American society into account. Yours is a 
society which cannot accept 10,000 dead in 
one battle. 

You know that Iran agreed to the cease
fire not because the United States had 
bombed one of the oil platforms after the lib
eration of the Fao. Is this Iraq's reward for 
its role in securing the stability of the re
gion and for protecting it from an unknown 
flood? 

PROTECTING THE OIL FLOW 

So what can it mean when America says it 
will now protect its friends? It can only 

mean prejudice against Iraq. This stance 
plus maneuvers and statements which have 
been made has encouraged the U .A.E. and 
Kuwait to disregard Iraqi rights. 

I say to you clearly that Iraq's rights, 
which are mentioned in the memorandum, 
we will take one by one. That might not hap
pen now or after a month or after one year, 
but we will take it all. We are not the kind 
of people who will relinguish their rights. 
There is no historic right, or legitimacy, or 
need, for the U.A.E. and Kuwait to deprive us 
of our rights. If they are needy, we too are 
needy. . 

The United States must have a better un
derstanding of the situation and declare who 
it wants to have relations with and who its 
enemies are. But it should not make enemies 
simply because others have different points 
of view regarding the Arab-Israeli conflict. 

We clearly understand America's state
ment that it wants an easy flow of oil. We 
understand America saying that it seeks 
friendship with the states in the region, and 
to encourage their joint interests. But we 
cannot understand the attempt to encourage 
some parties to harm Iraq's interests. 

The United States wants to secure the flow 
of oil. This is understandable and known. 
But it must not deploy methods which the 
United States says it disapproves of-flexing 
muscles and pressure. 

If you use pressure, we will deploy pressure 
and force. We know that you can harm us al
though we do not threaten you. But we too 
can harm you. Everyone can cause harm ac
cording to their ability and their size. We 
cannot come all the way to you in the Unit
ed States, but individual Arabs may reach 
you. 

WAR AND FRIENDSHIP 

You can come to Iraq with aircraft and 
missiles but do not push us to the point 
where we cease to care. And when we feel 
that you want to injure our pride and take 
away the Iraqis' chance of a high standard of 
living, then we will cease to care and death 
will be the choice for us. Then we would not 
care if you fired 100 missiles for each missile 
we fired. Because without pride life would 
have no value. 

It its not reasonable to ask our people to 
bleed rivers of blood for eight years then to 
tell them, "Now you have to accept aggres
sion from Kuwait, the U.A.E. or from the 
U.S. or from Israel." 

We do not put all these countries in the 
same boat. First, we are hurt and upset that 
such disagreement is taking place between 
us and Kuwait and the U.A.E. The solution 
must be found within an Arab framework 
and through direct bilateral relations. We do 
not place America among the enemies. We 
place it where we want our friends to be and 
we try to be friends. But repeated American 
statements last year made it apparent that 
America did not regard us as friends. Well 
the Americans are free. 

When we seek friendship we want pride, 
liberty and our right to choose. 

We want to deal according to our status as 
we deal with the others according to their 
status. 

We consider the others' interests while we 
look after our own. And we expect the others 
to consider our interests while they are deal
ing with their own. What does it mean when 
the Zionist war minister is summoned to the 
United States now? What do they mean, 
these fiery statements coming out of Israel 
during the past few days and the talk of war 
being expected now more than at any other 
time? 
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I do not believe that anyone would lose by 

making friends with Iraq. In my opinion, the 
American President has not made mistakes 
regarding the Arabs, although his decision to 
freeze dialogue with the P.L.O. was wrong. 
But it appears that this decision was made 
to appease the Zionist lobby or as a piece of 
strategy to cool the Zionist anger, before 
trying again. I hope that our latter conclu
sion is the correct one. But we will carry on 
saying it was the wrong decision. 

You are appeasing the usurper in so many 
ways-economically, politically and mili
tarily as well as in the media. When will the 
time come when, for every three appease
ments to the usurper, you praise the Arabs 
just once? 

April Glaspie: I thank you, Mr. President, 
and it is a great pleasure for a diplomat to 
meet and talk directly with the President. I 
clearly understand your message. We studied 
history at school. They taught us to say free
dom or death. I think you know well that we 
as a people have our experience with the co
lonialists. 

Mr. President, you mentioned many things 
during this meeting which I cannot comment 
on on behalf of my Government. But with 
your permission, I will comment on two 
points. You spoke of friendship and I believe 
it was clear from the letters sent by our 
President to you on the occasion of your Na
tional Day that he emphasizes--

Hussein: He was kind and his expressions 
met with our regard and respect. 

DIRECTIVE ON RELATIONS 

Glaspie: As you know, he directed the 
United States Administration to reject the 
suggestion of implementing trade sanctions. 

Hussein: There is nothing left for us to buy 
from America. Only wheat. Because every 
time we want to buy something, they say it 
is forbidden. I am afraid that one day you 
will say, "You are going to make gunpowder 
out of wheat." 

Glaspie: I have a direct instruction from 
the President to seek better relations with 
Iraq. 

Hussein: But how? We too have this desire. 
But matters are running contrary to this de
sire. 

Glaspie: This is less likely to happen the 
more we talk. For example, you mentioned 
the issue of the article published by the 
American Information Agency and that was 
sad. And a formal apology was presented. 

Hussein: Your stance is generous. We are 
Arabs. It is enough for us that someone says, 
"I am sorry, I made a mistake." Then we 
carry on. But the media campaign continued. 
And it is full of stories. If the stories were 
true, no one would get upset. But we under
stand from its continuation that there is a 
determination. 

Glaspie: I saw the Diane Sawyer program 
on ABC. And what happened in that program 
was cheap and unjust. And this is a real pic
ture of what happens in the American 
media-even to American politicians them
selves. These are the methods the Western 
media employs. I am pleased that you add 
your voice to the diplomats who stand up to 
the media. Because your appearance in the 
media, even for five minutes, would help us 
to make the American people understand 
Iraq. This would increase mutual under
standing. If the American President had con
trol of the media, his job would be much 
easier. 

Mr. President, not only do I want to say 
that President Bush wanted better and deep
er relations with Iraq, but he also wants an 
Iraqi contribution to peace and prosperity in 
the Middle East. President Bush is an intel-

ligent man. He is not going to declare an 
economic war against Iraq. 

You are right. It is true what you say that 
we do not want higher prices for oil. But I 
would ask you to examine the possibility of 
not charging too high a price for oil. 

Hussein: We do not want too high prices for 
oil. And I remind you that in 1974 I gave 
Tariq Aziz the idea for an article he wrote 
which criticized the policy of keeping oil 
prices high. It was the first Arab article 
which expressed this view. 

SHIFTING PRICE OF OIL 

Tariq Aziz: Our policy in OPEC opposes 
sudden jumps in oil prices. 

Hussein: Twenty-five dollars a barrel is not 
a high price. 

Glaspie: We have many Americans who 
would like to see the price go above $25 be
cause they come from oil-producing states. 

Hussein: The price at one stage had 
dropped to S12 a barrel and a reduction in the 
modest Iraqi budget of S6 billion to $7 billion 
is a disaster. 

Glaspie: I think I understand this. I have 
lived here for years. I admire your extraor
dinary efforts to rebuild your country. I 
know you need funds. We understand that 
and our opinion is that you should have the 
opportunity to rebuild your country. But we 
have no opinion on the Arab-Arab conflicts, 
like your border disagreement with Kuwait. 

I was in the American Embassy in Kuwait 
during the late 60's. The instruction we had 
during this period was that we should ex
press no opinion on this issue and that the 
issue is not associated with America. James 
Baker has directed our official spokesmen to 
emphasize this instruction. We hope you can 
solve this problem using any suitable meth
ods via Klibi or via President Mubarak. All 
that we hope is that these issues are solved 
quickly. With regard to all of this, can I ask 
you to see how the issue appears to us? 

My assessment after 25 years' service in 
this area is that your objective must have 
strong backing from your Arab brothers. I 
now speak of oil. But you, Mr. President, 
have fought through a horrific and painful 
war. Frankly, we can only see that you have 
deployed massive troops in the south. Nor
mally that would not be any of our business. 
But when this happens in the context of 
what you said on your national day, then 
when we read the details in the two letters of 
the Foreign Minister, then when we see the 
Iraqi point of view that the measures taken 
by the U.A.E. and Kuwait is, in the final 
analysis, parallel to military aggression 
against Iraq, then it would be reasonable for 
me to be concerned. And for this reason, I re
ceived an instruction to ask you, in the spir
it of friendshii>-not in the spirit of con
frontation-regarding your intentions. 

I simply describe the concern of my Gov
ernment. And I do not mean that the situa
tion is a simple situation. But our concern is 
a simple one. 

Hussein: We do not ask people not to be 
concerned when peace is at issue. This is a 
noble human feeling which we all feel. It is 
natural for you as a superpower to be con
cerned. But what we ask is not to express 
your concern in a way that would make an 
aggressor believe that he is getting support 
for his aggression. 

We want to find a just solution which will 
give us our rights but not deprive others of 
their rights. But at the same time, we want 
the others to know that our patience is run
ning out regarding their action, which is 
harming even the milk our children drink, 
and the pensions of the widow who lost her 

husband during the war, and the pensions of 
the orphans who lost their parents. 

As a country, we have the right to prosper. 
We lost so many opportunities, and the oth
ers should value the Iraqi role in their pro
tection. Even this Iraqi [the President points 
to the interpreter] feels bitter like all other 
Iraqis. We are not aggressors but we do not 
accept aggression either. We sent them en
voys and handwritten letters. We tried ev
erything. We asked the Servant of the Two 
Shrines-King Fahd-to hold a four-member 
summit, but he suggested a meeting between 
the Oil Ministers. We agreed. And as you 
know, the meeting took place in Jidda. They 
reached an agreement which did not express 
what we wanted, but we agreed. 

Only two days after the meeting, the Ku
waiti Oil Minister made a statement that 
contradicted the agreement. We also dis
cussed the issue during the Baghdad summit. 
I told the Arab Kings and Presidents that 
some brothers are fighting an economic war 
against us. And that not all wars use weap
ons and we regard this kind of war as a mili
tary action against us. Because if the capa
bility of our army is lowered then, if Iran re
newed the war, it could achieve goals which 
it could not achieve before. And if we low
ered the standard of our defenses, then this 
could encourage Israel to attack us. I said 
that before the Arab Kings and Presidents. 
Only I did not mention Kuwait and U.A.E. by 
name, because they were my guests. 

Before this, I had sent them envoys re
minding them that our war had included 
their defense. Therefore the aid they gave us 
should not be regarded as a debt. We did no 
more than the United States would have 
done against someone who attacked its in
terests. 

I talked about the same thing with a num
ber of other Arab states. I explained the situ
ation to brother King Fahd a few times, by 
sending envoys and on the telephone. I 
talked with brother King Hussein and with 
Sheik Zaid after the conclusion of the sum
mit. I walked with the Sheik to the plane 
when he was leaving Mosul. He told me, 
"Just wait until I get home." But after he 
had reached his destination, the statements 
that came from there were very bad-not 
from him, but from his Minister of Oil. 

Also after the Jidda agreement, we re
ceived some intelligence that they were 
talking of sticking to the agreement for two 
months only. Then they would change their 
policy. Now tell us, if the American Presi
dent found himself in this situation, what 
would he do? I said it was very difficult for 
me to talk about these issues in public. But 
we must tell the Iraqi people who face eco
nomic difficulties who was responsible for 
that. 

TALKS WITH MUBARAK 

Glaspie: I spent four beautiful years in 
Egypt. 

Hussein: The Egyptian people are kind and 
good and ancient. The oil people are sup
posed to help the Egyptian people, but they 
are mean beyond belief. It is painful to admit 
it, but some of them are disliked by Arabs 
because of their greed. 

Glaspie: Mr. President, it would be helpful 
if you could give us an assessment of the ef
fort made by your Arab brothers and wheth
er they have achieved anything-. 

Hussein: On this subject, we agreed with 
President Mubarak that the Prime Minister 
of Kuwait would meet with the deputy chair
man of the Revolution Command Council in 
Saudi Arabia, because the Saudis initiated 
contact with us, aided by President 
Mubarak's efforts. He just telephoned me a 
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short while ago to say the Kuwaitis have 
agreed to that suggestion. 

Glaspie: Congratulations. 
Hussein: A protocol meeting will be held in 

Saudi Arabia. Then the meeting will be 
transferred to Baghdad for deeper discussion 
directly between Kuwait and Iraq. We hope 
we will reach some result. We hope that the 
long-term view and the real interests will 
overcome Kuwaiti greed. 

Glaspie: May I ask you when you expect 
Sheik Saad to come to Baghdad? 

Hussein: I suppose it would be on Saturday 
or Monday at the latest. I told brother Mu
barak that the agreement should be in Bagh
dad Saturday or Sunday. You know that 
brother Mubarak's visits have always been a 
good omen. 

Glaspie: This is good news. Congratula
tions. 

Brother President Mubarak told me they 
were scared. They said troops were only 20 
kilometers north of the Arab League line. I 
said to him that regardless of what is there, 
whether they are police, border guards or 
army, and regardless of how many are there, 
and what they are doing, assure the Kuwaitis 
and give them our word that we are not 
going to do anything until we meet with 
them. When we meet and when we see that 
there is hope, then nothing will happen. But 
if we are unable to find a solution, then it 
will be natural that Iraq will not accept 
death, even though wisdom is above every
thing else. There you have good news. 

Aziz: This is a journalistic exclusive. 
Glaspie: I am planning to go to the United 

States next Monday. 
I hope I will meet with President Bush in 

Washington next week. I thought to post
pone my trip because of the difficulties we 
are facing. But now I will fly on Monday. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. FLAKE]. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Speaker, on behalf 
of the physically and emotionally 
scarred Vietnam veterans who have 
contacted me, and the potential phys
ically and emotionally scarred casual
ties of Desert Shield, I rise in support 
of the Gephardt-Hamilton resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise on behalf of the many 
physical and emotional casualties who were 
fortunate enough to return from Vietnam alive, 
and not in body bags like many of their fellow 
soldiers. Many of them are casualties, how
ever, because they are so physically impaired, 
or emotionally scarred that they are dysfunc
tional in our society. They cannot in many in
stances hold jobs and thus are unable to 
maintain constant employment. For many, the 
pains have been so great that they have 
turned to drugs for escape. All too many of the 
veterans are found among the homeless. 

Further, Mr. Speaker, I rise on behalf of the 
potential unquantifiable physicafly and emo
tionally scarred survivors, if we chose to go to 
war in the Middle East. Thus far debates have 
focused on potential casuafties measured by 
the number of anticipated body bags. Unless 
we are prepat'ed te pr<Mde larger affocations 
for Veterans' benefits for counseling, housing, 
education, medical, and spousal and depend
ent support, we will exacerbate the CUff'«tt cri
sis that exists for Veterans who deserve many 
more benefits than they currently receive. 

Since women will be included in this miMtary 
offensive, in an unprecedented hi8'orfc&J �~� 

ner, children will become casualties without 
the benefit of the love, guidance and nurture 
which mothers provide. Many of the problems 
of urban America, particularly drugs and vio
lence, can be traced to the hostility that many 
of our children have experienced, having lost 
their father or other relatives in Vietnam, or 
having to see them maligned because they 
fought in an unpopular war for democracy 
abroad, only to return home and find condi
tions prohibiting full participation in American 
democracy. 

This is not the time for war. American blood 
should not be spilled for one drop of oil. The 
new world order must be built on a foundation 
of peace. Mr. Speaker, let us use the re
sources that we will allocate for war in the 
Middle East to fight the war against drugs, 
homelessness, illiteracy, crime, and the myriad 
of economic problems which are eroding the 
power and strength of our Nation. 

I support the Hamilton-Gephardt amend
ment because it does not deny our willingness 
to go to war if provoked. However, it does 
allow diplomacy and economic sanctions to 
work until the point of exhaustion, with war as 
the last option rather than the first choice. 

Let us give peace a chance. 
Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. CARR]. 

Mr. CARR. Mr. Speaker, President 
George Bush has my prayers; Mr. HAM
ILTON and Mr. GEPHARDT have my vote. 

Mr. Speaker, for the first time in almost 50 
years, the Members of the House and Senate 
are debating whether our Nation should com
mit itself to war. 

It has been a difficult debate, more difficult 
than when this body last confronted the issue 
of war. Perhaps this is because our interests 
are not as clear, the violation of our sov
ereignty not as blatant as in the case of Pearl 
Harbor. And perhaps, given the much ad
vanced "new world order" this is a case of 
first impression. For that reason it is not like 
either World War II or the Vietnam war. But if 
we do have a new world order, we must have 
a new pr-0eedure for deciding the use of war 
as a remedy. To his credit President Bush has 
helped forge that new world order by seeking 
and obtaining the cooperation with the United 
Nations. Now, Congress must act. For if we 
don't then the power to declare war vested in 
us by the Constitution is meaningless. 

Unlike some, I do believe that vital United 
States interests are at stake in the Middle 
East. Regardless of new or old world order, 
the principle that one sovereign nation must 
not invade another sovereign nation must re
main inviolate. International trespass, burglary, 
and murder should not ever be legitimate 
means to settling disputes. We must stand 
against this aggression with military force, if 
necessary. There isn't any question that the 
American people, and that the nations of the 
world, are united in their resolve that Saddam 
must be driven out of Kuwait. All civifized na
tions have a duty to defend this interest and 
to protect 


































































































































